Bullying in Schools Examination of Related Factors and Implementation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program in a Catholic, Urban/Suburban Middle School by Bowllan, Nancy Meierdierks
St. John Fisher College
Fisher Digital Publications
Education Doctoral Ralph C. Wilson, Jr. School of Education
11-2008
Bullying in Schools Examination of Related Factors
and Implementation of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Program in a Catholic, Urban/
Suburban Middle School
Nancy Meierdierks Bowllan
St. John Fisher College
How has open access to Fisher Digital Publications benefited you?
Follow this and additional works at: http://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/education_etd
Part of the Education Commons
This document is posted at http://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/education_etd/85 and is brought to you for free and open access by Fisher Digital Publications at
St. John Fisher College. For more information, please contact fisherpub@sjfc.edu.
Recommended Citation
Bowllan, Nancy Meierdierks, "Bullying in Schools Examination of Related Factors and Implementation of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Program in a Catholic, Urban/Suburban Middle School" (2008). Education Doctoral. Paper 85.
Please note that the Recommended Citation provides general citation information and may not be appropriate for your discipline. To
receive help in creating a citation based on your discipline, please visit http://libguides.sjfc.edu/citations.
Bullying in Schools Examination of Related Factors and Implementation
of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program in a Catholic, Urban/
Suburban Middle School
Abstract
The primary objective of this intervention study was to examine the prevalence of bullying within a small
Catholic, middle-school and to evaluate the impact of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP) on
prevalence rates of bullying and students' perceived sense of safety. Multi-informant information was obtained
from students, teachers and parents. A quasi-experimental design was utilized that consisted of a time-lagged
contrast between age-equivalent groups. Students and teachers who received the OBPP intervention tor one
year were compared to students and teachers who did not receive the OBPP intervention. A total of 273
student , 18 teachers and 88 parents participated. The research instruments included the Revised Olweus
Bully/Victim Questionnaire and Teacher and Parent Questionnaire. Descriptive and inferential statistics were
generated to analyze findings. Statistically significant positive findings were noted for 7th grade females on
prevalence of bullying and perceived sense of safety. In contrast, substantial variability was noted for 8th grade
female students on prevalence and types of bullying reported. Findings further suggested significant gender
and grade differences on multiple items related to types of bullying . Teachers reported consistent and
significant improvements in capacity to identify manage and report bullying incidents following one year of
OBPP intervention.
Degree Type
Dissertation
Degree Name
Doctor of Education (EdD)
Department
Executive Leadership
First Supervisor
Mary S. Collins
Second Supervisor
Julius Gregg Adams
Subject Categories
Education
This dissertation is available at Fisher Digital Publications: http://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/education_etd/85
St. John Fisher College
Fisher Digital Publications
Education Doctoral Ralph C. Wilson, Jr. School of Education
11-1-2008
Bullying in Schools Examination of Related Factors
and Implementation of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Program in a Catholic, Urban/
Suburban Middle School
Nancy Meierdierks Bowllan
St. John Fisher College
Follow this and additional works at: http://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/education_etd
Part of the Education Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Ralph C. Wilson, Jr. School of Education at Fisher Digital Publications. It has been
accepted for inclusion in Education Doctoral by an authorized administrator of Fisher Digital Publications.
Recommended Citation
Bowllan, Nancy Meierdierks, "Bullying in Schools Examination of Related Factors and Implementation of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Program in a Catholic, Urban/Suburban Middle School" (2008). Education Doctoral. Paper 85.
Bullying in Schools Examination of Related Factors and Implementation
of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program in a Catholic, Urban/
Suburban Middle School
Abstract
The primary objective of this intervention study was to examine the prevalence of bullying within a small
Catholic, middle-school and to evaluate the impact of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP) on
prevalence rates of bullying and students' perceived sense of safety. Multi-informant information was obtained
from students, teachers and parents. A quasi-experimental design was utilized that consisted of a time-lagged
contrast between age-equivalent groups. Students and teachers who received the OBPP intervention tor one
year were compared to students and teachers who did not receive the OBPP intervention. A total of 273
student , 18 teachers and 88 parents participated. The research instruments included the Revised Olweus
Bully/Victim Questionnaire and Teacher and Parent Questionnaire. Descriptive and inferential statistics were
generated to analyze findings. Statistically significant positive findings were noted for 7th grade females on
prevalence of bullying and perceived sense of safety. In contrast, substantial variability was noted for 8th grade
female students on prevalence and types of bullying reported. Findings further suggested significant gender
and grade differences on multiple items related to types of bullying . Teachers reported consistent and
significant improvements in capacity to identify manage and report bullying incidents following one year of
OBPP intervention.
Degree Type
Dissertation
Degree Name
Doctor of Education (EdD)
Department
Executive Leadership
First Supervisor
Mary S. Collins
Second Supervisor
Julius Gregg Adams
Subject Categories
Education
This dissertation is available at Fisher Digital Publications: http://fisherpub.sjfc.edu/education_etd/85
Bullying in Schools 
Examination of Related Factors and Implementation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention 
Program in a Catholic, Urban/Suburban Middle School 
By 
Nancy Meierdierks Bowllan 
Submitted in partial fulfillment 
of the requi rem en ts for the degree 
Ed.D. in Executive Leadership 
Supervised by 
Mary S. Collins PhD, RN, FAA 
Julius Gregg Adams PhD 
Ralph C. Wilson, Jr. School of Education St. John Fisher College 
November 2008 
Ralph C. Wilson, Jr. School of Education 
St. John Fisher College 
Ed.D. Program in Executive Leadership 
We recommend that the dissertation by 
Nancy M. Bowllan 
Entitled 
Bullying in schools: Examination of related factors and the implementation of the Olweus 
Bullying Prevention Program 
Be accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Education Doctorate degree. 
[Name of2°d Committee Member if applicable] 
Dedication 
I dedicate this dissertation to my husband, Dan Bowllan for his incredible patience and 
support during this doctoral journey and for being, .. Mr. Mom·· to our daughters. 
To Alannah and Aliah who are my daughters, my pride and joy. Thank you for your 
understanding and support while I did this important work. You have learned at an early 
age the value and importance oflife- long learning. 
To my co1league and dear friend, Maureen Vancura. You have been my steadfast partner 
in our quest to learn and grow professionally. I would have not survived this experience 
without you by my side. 
Last, but ce11ainly not least, my incredible f1iend, Sheree Toth. You have been my 
colleague, my mentor, the expe11 1 leaned on for council and the dear friend I turned to 
for understanding. 
Without these people, I would have not been inspired and transpired to do the hard work 
of completing this dissertation. 
I thank you all from the bottom of my heart. 
II 
Biographical Sketch 
Nancy Bowllan is currently an Assistant Professor at St. John Fisher College in the 
Wegmans School of Nursing. Undergraduate studies were completed through the nursing 
program at Alfred University and a master' s degree in science (MS ) was obtained as a 
clinical nurse specialist in psychiatric nursing at the University of Rochester, School of 
Nursing. Mrs. Bow JI an is a member of Sigma Theta Tau, an international organization for 
scholarly recognition of nursing colleagues and received certification as a psychiatric 
clinical nurse specialist in child and adolescent psychiatry through the American Nurses 
Association (Ai A) in 1990. 
Mrs. Bowllan came to St. John Fisher in the summer of 2006 and began doctoral 
studies in the Ed.D. program in Executive Leadership. Mrs. Bowllan pursued her research 
on the implementation and evaluation of a bullying prevention program under the 
direction of Dr. Mary S. Collins and received her Ed.D. degree in 2008. 
111 
Abstract 
The primary objective of this intervention study was to examine the prevalence of 
bullying within a small Catholic. middle-school and to evaluate the impact of the Olweus 
Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP) on prevalence rates of bullying and students' 
perceived sense of safety. Multi-infonnant information was obtained from students, 
teachers and parents. A quasi-experimental design was utilized that consisted of a time-
lagged contrast between age-equivalent groups. Students and teachers who received the 
OBPP intervention for one year were compared to students and teachers who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention. A total of 273 student , 18 teachers and 88 parents 
pa11icipated. 
The research instruments included the Revised Olwcus BullyN ictirn 
Questionnaire and Teacher and Parent Questionnaire. Desc1iptive and inferential stati stics 
were generated to analyze findings. Statis tically significant positive findings were noted 
for 7111 grade females on prevalence of bullying and perceived sense of safety. In contrast, 
substantial variabil ity was noted for 8111 grade female students on prevalence and types of 
bullying reported. Findings further suggested significant gender and grade differences on 
multiple items related to types of bullying. Teachers reported consistent and significant 
improvements in capacity to identify manage and report bullying incidents following one 
year of OBPP intervention. 
IV 
Recommendations included numerical identification of students and teachers to 
allow for a true pre-and-post intervention design. incorporation of a qualitative research 
component, further research on specifi c gender and age differences, strategies to enhance 
parental response, and future longitudinal research studies on the OBPP. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
Introduction 
Throughout the 1990. s violence was reaching epidemic proportions in the United 
States with the juvenile homicide rate doubling and arrests for serious violent c1imes 
increasing 50% between 1984 to 1994. Lack of parental discipline and violence were 
considered the .. biggest problems .. facing our nation· s public schools (Olweus & Limber, 
2002). Over the past decade bullying has been identified as the most prevalent form of 
low-level violence in schools and a precursor to more serious forms of violent behavior 
(Whitted & Dupper, 2005). A Secret Service report that analyzed the relationship of 
school violence and bullying found that 71 % of students involved in school shootings in 
the U.S. from 1974 to 2000 reported being persecuted, bullied, threatened, or injured by 
others prior to the attack. (Secret Service & the U.S. Depa11ment of Education. 2002). 
Bullying further carries the potential to have a significant impact on a students· capacity 
to learn, as well as on their psychosocial and emotional development. This disse11ation 
will examined multiple dimensions of bullying and evaluated the impact of a 
comprehensive school-wide prevention program on reducing bullying while also 
improving the overall school climate and students· perceived sense of safety. 
In l 984. in response to a presidential directive, a partnership between the U.S. 
Department of Justice and Education created the ational School Safety Center (NSSC). 
The mission was to proYide tangible assistance to schools combating school safety 
problems so schools could focus on the primary job of educating the nation ·s children 
(Essex, 2006). Several incidents in recent history, including the nation·s deadliest school 
shooting on April 20, 1999 at Columbine High School, prompted a national school safety 
awareness effo11. ln April. 200 I the New York State Legislature and Governor George E. 
12 
Pataki passed a Jaw entitled Safe Schools Against Violence in Education Act (SAVE) to 
address school safety issues and violence prevention. The comprehensive safe school 
plan created by SAVE addressed bullying within schools and included the following 
components: 1) establishment of codes of conduct, 2) teacher authority/principal 
authority, 3) instruction in civility, citizenship, and character education, 5) health 
curriculum, 6) interpersonal violence prevention education, and 9) school violence 
prevention training. Section 2801 of the Education Law required school districts adopt a 
distiict code of conduct that described how individuals were expected to act. Specific 
language used in the SA VE legislation (p.19) to address bullying included ··fold 
·menacing' into ' intimidation or bullying' and change the title describing the offense to 
"intimidation, harassment, menacing or bullying· and clarify that the offense include 
conduct that involves a threat of physical violence but no actual violence, verbal 
harassment and sexual harassment 
(http://search.nysed.gov/search?g=cacbe:5iWQcVVOmIMJ:www.cmsc.nysed.gov/irts/vi 
olence). These policies and laws suppo11ed recognition of bullying as a form of violence 
and contributed to the compelling interest for implementation and evaluation of multiple, 
comprehensive, school-wide efforts that reduce bullying and improve overall school 
safety. 
Exploring prevalence rates of bullying as well as the potential impact on the 
victim, the bully and bystanders had also gained significant attention in the literature, 
with multiple research studies published in recent years. Whitted & Dupper (2005) found 
that one in four children were bullied by others in the United States and one in five 
children identified themselves as a bully. These findings were similar to international 
13 
trends. The authors suggested this level of prevalence of bullying had the potential to 
have a profound effect on the overall school climate and on students· emotional, physical 
and psychosocial well-being. In examining potential effects of bullying, Fekkes, Pijpers 
& Verloove-Vanho1ick (2004) found that students who reported bullying experienced 
psychosomatic complaints more often than peers who were not bullied. They further 
noted other sho1t-tenn effects for the victim that included humiliation, loss of self-
csteem, anxiety, unhappiness and refusal to go to school. Long-term effects for victims 
include depression and an overall lower self-esteem which may continue into adulthood. 
The victim is not the only one to suffer negative effects of bullying. Olweus & 
Limber (2002) found that long-tenn consequences for the bully included anti-
social delinquent behaviors such as vandalism, truancy, and drug use. Significant 
co1Telations were noted between early reports of engaging in bullying behavior and an 
increase in serious, recidivist criminal activity in early adulthood. Thus, the effects of 
bullying can extend beyond the childhood years and pose serious consequences for 
society. 
T he role of bystanders (peers) in school bullying has also been studied. Canadian 
researchers Craig et al. (2003) reported that peers were present in as many as 85% of 
bullying episodes. They fu1ther noted that bystanders oflen contributed to prolonging the 
bullying by joining in or reinforcing the behavior by observing and not intervening on 
behalf of the victim. Australian researchers Lodge & Frydenberg (2007) further examined 
the role of peer bystanders in school bullying as well as potential programmatic 
interventions to reduce their reinforcing effect on the bullying behavior. Themes that 
contributed to a bystander·s lack of positive response on behalf of the victim included 
14 
past unsuccessful attempts to intervene, fear of retaliation, lack of confidence to intervene 
without suppo11 of other peers, reluctance to become involved and experiencing an 
uncomfortable emotional response at the time. It would seem then that interventions that 
address the bystanders· response as well as the bully and victim are critical in 
establishing a comprehensive, school-wide anti-bullying program. Teaching strategies 
that could be used when bystanders witness bullying may potentially promote positive 
change at the peer group level (Lodge & Fydenberg). 
Theoretical Concepts 
Swearer and Espelage (2004) proposed a socio-ecological framework to 
conceptualize program development and intervention efforts to prevent bullying and 
victimization. They argued that bullying must be understood as a dynamic process that 
exists both within the individual, as well as between the individual, their peer group, the 
school setting, and the larger community context as bullying involves a complex 
interplay of inter- and intra-individual variables that are perpetuated over time. 
Accordingly, successful prevention programs can be developed and implemented by 
effectively understanding the social ecology of what encourages and/or inhibits bullying. 
The socio-ecological model for assessment and intervention has been identified in the 
literature by others, including Olweus ( 1993), Newman, Home, and Bartolomucci (2000), 
Swearer and Doll (200 I), and Garbaiino and DeLara (2002). Other researchers fu11her 
concluded that the bully/victim dynamic extended beyond the children involved and 
therefore required an understanding of individual characteristics, social interactions, and 
ecological and cultural conditions that may contribute to the development and 
15 
maintenance of these maladaptive social and behavioral patterns (Atlas & Pepler, 1998; 
Cairns & Cairns, 1991 ). 
In the daily life of youth, the social ecology dictates whether there is engagement 
or non-engagement in bullying and/or victimization behavior. Because some individuals 
are so directly affected by their environment it is logical to predict that interventions that 
target the environment in which youth exist have the most potential to be successful. 
(Swearer & Espelage, 2004). 
The conceptual framework on bullying depicted in Figure! .1 below by Swearer & 
Espelage (2004) reflects both proximal and distal relational influences between the 
individual and their larger social ecology. The individual is at the center of their social 
ecology. Individual factors, such as gender and social competence influence the level of 
participation in the bullying dynamic. Additionally, family factors such as role modeling, 
victimization or bu llying behavior further impact the individual. The school and peer 
group are incorporated into the individual"s social ecology and can significantly influence 
engagement and response to bullying behavior dependent on the presence of a pro-
bullying climate or clear expectations and positive pro-social role modeling. The larger 
community along with the individuals· set of existing cultural norms and beliefs can 
further affect bullying behavior. 
16 
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Figure 1.1 . A Socio-Ecological Framework of Bullying Among Youth. 
Espelage & Swearer (2004). 
From a socio-ecological perspective, proximity of each factor to the individual 
plays a key role in the strength of their potential to influence. These five inteITelated 
factors can either exacerbate or mitigate bullying behaviors and victimization (Swearer & 
Espelage, 2004). Because youth are directly affected by their sutToundings, interventions 
need to target the larger enviromnent to effectively address the issue of bullying and 
victimization. According to Kerns & Prinz (2002), interventions that do not address 
multiple environments within the youths· life will be less effective then those that 
incorporate a socio-ecological perspective. 
Salmi val lie ( 1999) and Craig, Pepler, & Atlas (2000) studied the dynamics of the 
bully and the victim in the context of the larger social system such as peer groups and 
schools. Data supported the importance of peer presence and encouragement in sustaining 
bully/victim behavior. By viewing bullying from the lens of a system·s problem, a whole-
school approach that addresses bullying problems at all levels of the school community 
has gained support in the literature (Smith, Cousins & Stewart, 2005). 
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Sign~fi.cance of the Study 
Due to the increase in violence involving youth in our nation. it is essential that 
early interventions that may substantially reduce this significant societal problem need to 
be investigated. Multiple prevention and intervention programs have recently been 
developed to address the issue of bullying within schools. Programs vary in multiple 
ways including timeframe for implementation, curricular approach versus school-wide 
approach and degree of evidenced-based practice. Despite the proliferation of anti-
bullying prevention programs by clinicians, administrators, counselors and teachers in the 
United States, few have been fomrnlly evaluated. (Halford, ct al., 2006). 
The majority of research conducted on bullying has taken place in Europe and 
Australia. The first large-scale, longitudinal bullying prevention program study was 
conducted by Olweus and colleagues in orway in the early l 98o·s. It specifically 
addressed bullying behavior and interventions for the bully, the victim, and the 
bystanders and encompassed a whole-school approach. Studies within the U.S. using the 
Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP) investigated prevalence rates for bullying 
and interventions at the elementary school level and in rural settings (Olweus & Limber, 
2002). More recent studies examined program effectiveness and prevalence rates for 
bullying in ethnically diverse urban public school settings. However, the majority of 
research has been conducted in elementary school settings, with inconsistent prevalence 
rates reported at the middle school level. In review of the literature, for this intervention 
study there were no cmTent research studies identified that specifically addressed the 
issue of bullying in the context of an urban-suburban, Catholic, middle school setting. 
Therefore, by investigating prevalence rates of bullying and eva luating the impact of the 
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OBPP in an urban-suburban, Catholic, middle-school, this intervention study will add to 
the body of knowledge regarding the effectiveness of the OBPP to a broader student 
population. 
Purpose of this Study 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the impact of a school-wide prevention 
program on the frequency of bullying behavior in an urban-suburban, Catholic middle 
school and to assess its potential effect on the overall school climate and student's 
perceived sense of safety. The prevention model chosen was a school-wide, multi-level 
intervention program known as the OBPP. As a nationally recognized Blueprint ··Best 
Practice" Model Program by the U.S. Department of Juvenile Justice and the Substance 
Abuse Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA), OBPP has been shown 
through evidence-based research to significantly reduce the incidence of bullying in 
schools (Olweus & Limber, 2002). The OBPP provides interventions at multiple levels, 
including individual-level interventions, classroom-level interventions, school-wide 
interventions, and community interventions . The main goal of the OBPP is to reduce the 
prevalence of bully/victim problems that exist within the school setting. Highlights of 
this program as outlined by Olweus ( 1993) include: 
• Individual interventions 
o Staff are trained to provide ··on the spoC interventions for al l incidents of 
bullying 
o Parents of the bully and victim are individually involved via contacts with 
student teacher and administration 
o Provision of support resources for victim and bully such as mental health 
counseling 
• Classroom activities 
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o Regularly scheduled classroom meetings that provide opportunities for 
discussion and role playing of a variety of issues related to bullying 
• School-level interventions 
o Administration of a student, teacher and parent questi01maire to detennine the 
extent of the bullying problem at school 
o Formation and training of the Olweus Bullying Coordinating Committee 
(OBCC) 
o Teacher and support staff in-services on the OBPP 
o School-Wide kick-off to launch the program that may include school 
assembly, parent information night, and school rules against bullying poster 
contest 
o Increase in supervision in areas identi fied as "hot spots" for bullying 
o Development of a system of positive reinforcement for pro-social behavior 
and disciplinary process for bullying behavior 
o Parent involvement in school activities 
• Community interventions 
o efforts are made to engage local community members in enhancing awareness 
of bullying problems and increasing participation in anti-bullying activities 
One of the dimensions of the socio-ecological model imbedded in the 
philosophical framework of the OBPP is illustrated in the ·'bully circle" depicted in 
Figure 1.2. This model has been supported by other empirical studies that indicated that 
bullying frequently occurred when peers were present and that the response and actions 
of peers more often encouraged bullying (Craig & Pepi er, 1997; Sutton & Smith, 1999). 
The variety of roles and behaviors that students adopted are incorporated into this model. 
A significant goal of the OBPP is to shift attitudes away from acceptance and/or support 
of bullying behavior to one of suppo1i for victims and the defenders of the victim. The 
school cl imate could be positively impacted when students no longer perceived bullying 
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behavior as funny or entertaining, where bullies and "henchman ' s power to inflict this 
abuse was reduced, where victims and defenders felt safer and supported, and bystanders 
and those disengaged were inspired to intervene (Olweus, 1993 ). 
The Bullying Circle: Students' Mode of 
Reactions/Roles in an Acute Bullying Situation 
Figure J.2. Olweus Bullying Prevention Program: Bullying Circle 
Olweus Bullying Prevention Group, 2004 
Research Questions 
The primary objective of this study was to investigate the prevalence of bullying 
within a small school setting and to evaluate the impact of a school-wide, multi-level 
intervention on bullying behaviors, attitudes and the overall school climate . The 
overarching research question for this intervention study was: ··Does the implementation 
of the OBPP in an urban-suburban, Catholic, middle-school change prevalence rates of 
bullying and student's perceived sense of safety?" Specific research sub-questions to 
address th is included: 
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I. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report less bullying than 
those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
2. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report being excluded 
less often by peers than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
3. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report that teachers try 
to stop bullying more often than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
4. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report trying to help 
students more often who are being bullied than those who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention? 
5. Do teachers report improvement in identifying, managing and reporting 
bullying incidents after one year of OBPP intervention? 
6. Do parents report a decrease in reports of bullying by their child after one year 
of OBPP intervention? 
These research questions are discussed further in Chapter 3. 
Definitions of Key Terms 
As defined by Olweus ( 1993) key tenns pe11inent to this study include: 
• Bullyin g: the repeated, negative acts consciously committed by one or more children 
against another. These can be di rect acts such as hitting or indirect acts such as 
purposeful exclusion of a child from an activity. This definition reflects a significant 
imbalance of real or perceived power between the bully and their victim. 
• Bystanders are defined as those students who support the bully, but do not actively 
participate, are disengaged onlookers, or those that dislike bullying but do not help 
the victim 
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• Bully-Victims are students who demonstrate a combination of anxious and aggressive 
reaction patterns. They may be actively disliked by both students and adults and 
participate in bullying others as well as being a victim of bullying. 
• Individual-level components include: s trategies such as behavioral interventions by 
adults when bullying is observed that address the bullying behavior, the bystander 
and the needs of the victim; individual meetings with victims and students that bully; 
meetings with parents; and counseling services. 
• Classroom level components include: reinforcement of rules by adults and students, 
increases in pro-social nom1s and positive behaviors, and increases in student 
knowledge and empathy regarding bull ying and its potential impact on the victims. 
• Perceived sense of safety refers to experiencing the school environment as a safe and 
nuituring place to learn without fear of psychological, emotional or physical harm by 
others. 
• Positive school climate, a tenn developed by Olweus & Limber (2002), refers to 
reinforcing accountability by teachers, administrators, and adult support staff fo r 
improving the overall school climate by employing the following principles : 
a. Warmth, positive interest, and involvement by adults. 
b. Finn limits for unacceptable behavior. 
c. on-hostile, non-physical negative consequences are consistently applied. 
in cases of violation of rules and other unacceptable behavior. 
cl. Adults act as authorities and positive role models. 
• Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (R-OBVQ) is the revised version of an 
earlier research instrument known as the Olweus BullyNictim Questionnaire 
(OBVQ) developed by Olweus in 1978. The revisions were based on an expanded 
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definition, proposed by Olweus in 1996, on bullying as noted above and consists of 
40 questions to measure a variety of bully/victim problems. 
• Fidelity and Dosage refers to evaluating whether a program is implemented as it was 
designed. For example, is the program delive1ing the services it intended to 
deliver in the way it was designed to deliver them, in terms of number of program 
components and quality of program delivery (Mihalic et al., 2002). 
Summary of Remaining Chapters 
Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
This chapter provides an overview of cutTent literature that addresses multiple 
dimensions of bullying both nationally and globally, the significant impact of bullying on 
the victim, the bully, the bystanders and the overall school climate, and desc1ibes 
intervention programs including the OBPP. 
Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology 
This chapter provides a brief overview of the problem statement, the research 
questions, research methodology, and includes a desc1iption of the research context, 
research participants and instruments used for data collection. 
Chapter 4: Results 
This chapter presents research data col lected and compares results for students, 
teachers and parents who received the OBPP intervention to students, teachers and 
parents who did not receive the OBPP intervention on prevalence rates and students· 
perceptions of bullying. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
This chapter explores potential implications of findings, limitations of the 
intervention study, recommendations for future research and considerations in 
professional practice 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
Introduction and Purpose 
In this chapter, the concept of bullying is explored in further depth and a historical 
review of the literature is provided. Based on a review of the literature, issues of 
prevalence, short and long-term effects, potential risk factors, and characteristics of 
successful bullying prevention programming are described. Perspectives of teachers, 
adminish·ators and students are included and a theoretical framework within which to 
conceptualize bullying is provided. 
As defined by Olweus (1993) bullying involves repeated, negative acts 
consciously committed by one or more individual children against another child. These 
can be direct acts such as hitting and verbal abuse or indirect acts such as purposefl.tl 
exclusion of a child from an activity. This definition reflects a significant imbalance of 
real or perceived power between the bully and the victim. Relational bullying has been a 
distinct form of indirect bullying further reflected in the literature that described the 
intentional manipulation of foendships or other relationships to inflict emotional pain on 
the victim (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995). Whitted & Dupper (2005) identified bullying as the 
most prevalent form of low-level violence in schools with a significant immediate effect 
on a studenf s capacity to learn. They further noted that bullying had the potential to 
exert profound effects on the school climate and the student's emotional, physical and 
psychosocial well-being and farther carried the potential to escalate to more serious 
fonns of violence in the future (Whitted & Dupper). 
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Historical Perspecti11e 
Bullying is not a new phenomenon; it has been a part of the developmental 
landscape for many children and youth, often viewed as a tite of passage by many adults 
and peers. Bullying was not systematically studied until the early l 970' s in Scandinavia. 
In 1983, tlu·ee boys, ages 10-14, committed suicide in Bergen, orway reportedly in 
response to severe bullying by their peers. Following extensive media coverage the 
Ministry of Education in Non:vay launched a national anti-bullying campaign. Dr. Dan 
Olweus, from the University of Bergen, orway developed and implemented a primary 
prevention model known as the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP). In his 
seminal work, 2,500 students ages 7-16, from 42 schools in the city of Bergen were 
assessed for level of prevalence of bullying in the schools using the Olweus Bully: 
Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ). Analysis of data revealed 15% of students rep011ed being 
involved in bullying as a victim, a bully, or a bully-victim. To evaluate potential 
outcomes of the OBPP on prevalence of bullying, the OBVQ was administered pre-and-
post-intervention over a 2 year period from 1983-1985. Results revealed an overall 50% 
reduction of bullying behavior and a general reduction in antisocial behaviors such as 
vandalism, fighting, theft and truancy. An overall improvement in school climate was 
also evidenced by reports of positive changes in disciplinary action, social relationships 
and attitudes towards school and schoolwork (Olweus & Limber, 2002). This original 
work has been cited repeatedly throughout the literature as a reference for comparative 
studies on both prevalence and outcomes of bullying. 
The first large scale study to replicate the implementation and evaluation of the 
OBPP in the U.S. was initiated in 1995 by Limber et al. (2004) in several rural schools in 
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South Carolina and extended over a three year period. Significant initial training was 
provided for staff and evaluators p1ior to implementation, while ongoing consultation was 
provided by Olweus and colleagues to the researchers. Six school districts participated. 
Three received the intervention the first year while the other districts served as 
comparison groups. The second cohort received the intervention the second year. There 
were a total of 6,338 students in grades 4 tlu·ough 6 from 39 schools who completed the 
Revised Olweus Bully/victim Questionnaire (R-OBVQ). Dishict-wide demographic data 
indicated students ranged from 46% to 95% African American and from 4% to 53% 
White. Students were surveyed at three points in time. The initial results indicated that 
approximately 23% of students reported experiencing repeated bullying and 20% 
reported bul lying others over the previous 3 month period. There was a large decrease in 
students· repo11s of bullying others following 1 year of intervention for both boys and 
girls. However. gender differences were noted on reports of being bullied. Boys reported 
a significant decrease in repo11s of being bullied following one year of OBPP intervention 
whereas girls reported a sl ight increase, though not signifi cant, in reports of being bullied 
following one year of OBPP intervention. In year 2 following intervention, the 
researchers noted only a slight decrease in prevalence rates of bullying repo11ed by both 
boys and girls compared to repo11s of prevalence rates prior to intervention. This study 
suggests the need for more research to examine potential gender differences and changes 
in prevalence rates over time of intervention. 
Prem fence of B11/~ving: A Global Perspective 
In the area of bully/victim problems, a prevalence estimate refers to the 
percentage or proportion of students within a school or across schools who were exposed 
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to bullying and/or victimization within a specified period of time and with some defined 
frequency. In one such international prevalence study, Dake, P1ice, Telljohann, and Funk 
(2003) found that the prevalence of bullying in elementary schools (kindergarten through 
5th grade) ranged from 11.3% in Finland to 49.8% in Ireland. For middle schools (grade 
61" through 8th) the prevalence ranged from 4.7% in Finland to 27% in the United 
Kingdom. These fi ndings demonstrated an overall decrease in the prevalence of bullying 
from elementary to middle school and highlighted the importance of initiating program 
planning and intervention at the elementary school level (Dake, et.al). 
However, not all studies have supported this conclusion. Pelligrini and Long 
(2002) sampled fifth graders in a rural school di sttict in the southeastern section of the 
U.S. over a two year pe1iod. The five primary schools transitioned into two middle 
schools. The majo1ity of students were European American (95%) with the remainder 
African-Americans and Asian-Americans. Pell1gtini and Long obtained the following 
data: l) student self-reports on bullying, victimization, and bullying attitudes, 2) peer 
nominations for most liked peers and friendships, and 3) teacher measures for proactive 
aggression and dominance. In 7111 and 8111 grade, the following data were added: I) peer 
nominations for victimization and bullying, 2) direct observation of bullying/aggression, 
victimization, and cooperation and 3) diary reflecting experiences of bullying/aggression 
and victimization. The R-OBVQ was one of the measurement tools utilized. Outcome 
data revealed l) bullying and aggression initially increased at the time of transition from 
primary school to middle school in an attempt to achieve dominance, and then decreased, 
2) boys, more often than gi rls, engaged in bullying and aggressive behaviors and 3) social 
affiliation was an important inhibiting vaiiable to bullying behavior. 
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Pelligrini and Long's (2002) findings were inconsistent with findings of the 
Olweus' (1983) national sample in Norway and Sweden which did not note an increase 
trend in bullying behavior from primary to middle school. They acknowledge the 
possibility of national differences contributing to this inconsistency in results, such as the 
well-publicized anti-bullying campaigns in Norway and Sweden, and recommended 
further studies in the area of transition from primary to middle school (Pelligrini & 
Long). 
Variability in prevalence rates existed in the literature and was related to multiple 
factors that will be briefly discussed. In comparing studies, different sources of data were 
used, such as peer and teacher nomination or ratings and self-report questionnaires. A 
second factor that may contribute to variability in prevalence rates pe1tains to definitional 
considerations. Some researchers provided pa1ticipants with a clear definition or 
explanation of what was meant by bullying while others did not. By not providing a clear 
and consistent definition, participants relied more on subjective interpretation that could 
have increased variability in responses. Third, studies differed in time-frame, ranging 
from 3 months in duration, to a whole school year. to multiple years. Fom1h, rating 
categories differed in both number and specificity. For example, categories consisted of 
simple ·'yes-no·· responses to vague frequency measures such as "seldom·· to·· very 
often .. to more specific temporal categories such as .. not at all in the past couple of 
months" to "several times a week."' Fifth, studies used varying criteria to differentiate 
victims and bullies from non-victims and non-bullies (Solberg & Olweus, 2003). 
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E.ffects of Bullying 
Research coalesced to suggest that youth who are victims of bullying tended to 
demonstrate higher levels of insecmity, depression, anxiety, loneliness, physical and 
mental symptoms, and low self-esteem. Characteristically, males who were victimized by 
bullies tended to be physically weaker (Craig & Pepler, 1997; Nansel, et al. , 200 I; 
O'Connell, Pepler, & Craig, 1999; Olweus, 1994; Rigby, 2000). 
The first large-scale, cross-sectjonal, international comparison of bullying and 
health among school-aged children from 28 countiies was conducted by Due et al. 
(2005). A total of 123, 227 students ages 11 , 13, and 15, were randomly selected from 28 
countries in Europe and North America. Using data collected from the 1997 & 1998 
Health Behavior in School-aged Children (HBSC) survey, a standardized, international 
World Health Organization (WHO) collaborative, schools. Bullying was measured by 
self-reports of frequency of being bullied and/or bullying others. Physical and 
psychological health status was measured by self-reports of frequency of twelve 
symptoms: headache, stomach ache, backache, feeling low, bad temper, nervousness, 
difficulties in sleep, dizziness, loneliness, being tired in the morning, feeling left out and 
feeling helpless. Due et al. found a significant variation in the frequency of bullying and 
health-related symptoms across all countries. They related this to cultural differences in 
countries, infom1ation bias due to the translation of questions into 20 languages, and 
differences in national school policies. A consistent pattern of graded association was 
found between bullying and each health symptom separately, and a high total symptom 
load was noted for both boys and girls who were victims of bullying. Due to potential 
research problems related to language and cultural variations, further research to examine 
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the potential causal relationship of bullying and health-related symptoms was 
recommended (Due, et al.). 
The majority of national, international and community based research studies on 
bullying and victimization utilized self-reporting methods as their primary source of data 
collection. A challenge to self-reporting of bullying was ensuring that bullies or victims 
accurately and reliably self-identify themselves. In an attempt to address this 
methodological limitation, Juvonen et al. (2003) conducted a study that incorporated 
perspectives from the individual student, peers and teachers. A sample of 1,985 6111 grade 
students from 11 middle schools in Los Angeles was included in the study. This racially 
and ethnically diverse group included 45% Latino, 26% black, 11 % Asian, 10% white, 
and 8% other. lnfom1ation regarding frequency of bullying and victimization were 
collected using self-administered student surveys. Psychological distress data was 
collected using a I 0-item Children's Depression Inventory Sho1i Fo1m, a Social Anxiety 
Scale for Adolescents, and a 16-item Loneliness Scale. Peer nominations were used to 
collect data regarding social adaptation within peer groups. Teachers completed a rating 
scale for interpersonal competence and Teacher Repo11 of Engagement Questio1rnaire. 
The researchers found that bullies demonstrated fewer adjustment problems, were 
psychologically stronger (less depressed, less anxious) than peers who were not involved 
in bullying and enjoyed a high social status vvithin the classroom. Conversely, victims 
were found to suffer emotional distress as well as social-marginalization (i.e. they were 
avoided by classmates and had low social status). The researchers discovered that bully-
victims tended to be socially ostracized, more likely to display conduct disorder 
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behaviors, and least engaged in school with elevated levels in both depression and 
loneliness (Juvonen, et al.) . 
Nansel et al. (200 I) conducted the first large-scale study in the United States that 
measured prevalence of bullying behaviors and examined the association of bullying and 
being bullied with indicators of psychosocial adjustment, including problem behavior, 
school adjustment, social/emotional adjustment, and parenting behaviors. Utilizing the 
1998 World Health Organization·s Health Behavior in School-aged Children Survey they 
analyzed data from a representative sample of L 5,686 students in grades 6-101h 
throughout the Uni ted States in public and private schools. A total of 29% reported 
moderate or frequent involvement in bullying as a bully or a victim of bullying. There 
were no differences across urban, suburban and rural areas. All identified poorer 
psychosocial development than youth not involved in bullying behav ior ( Nansel, et al.). 
Nansel et al. (2003) expanded on their research and investigated the relationship 
between bullying and v iolent behavior. Using the 1999 Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance 
Self-Report Survey (http://www.cdc.gov/ HealthyYouth/yrbs/index.htm) Nansel et al. 
anal yzed reported weapon carrying, weapon carrying in school , physical figh ting, being 
injured in a physical fight and bullying. They found bullying to be consistently related to 
each violence-related behavior for boys and girls. The strongest con-elation was found in 
bullies themselves. Other significant data included the finding that 2.7 mil lion students 
had carried a weapon in the last 30 days and more than 1.8 million students brought these 
weapons to school. Further, 1.7 million students identified themselves as frequent fighters 
and more than 2.9 million students in the previous year were injured in a fight (Nansel , et 
al.). 
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Fekkes, et al. (2004) completed a cross-sectional study of 2,766 children, ages 9-
12, from 32 Dutch elementary schools to assess the association between bullying 
behavior and a wide range of psychosomatic health complaints and depression. Tlu·ee 
groups were identified: 1) children who were bullied, 2) children who bully others and 3) 
children who both bully others and are bullied (bully-victims). The data obtained from 
these groups using a questionnaire fonnat was compared to chi ldren who were not 
involved in bullying behavior. Those who were bullied repo1ted being unhappy (18%), 
expe1iencing more frequent sleep problems ( 19%), more frequent anxiety (1 8%), 
moderate depression (33%) and 14% had a strong indication of major depression. Other 
significant psychosomatic complaints included headaches, abdominal complaints, and 
bedwetting. These findings further suggested that students· potential to learn may be 
diminished due to increased evidence of refusal to go to school. Long-tenn effects for the 
victims supported in this research included depression and an overall lower self-esteem, 
which had the potential to significantly impact multiple aspects of their adult lives 
(Fekkes, et al.). 
Wolke et al. (200 l) examined the relationship between direct bullying (hitting) 
and relational bullying (hmtful manipulation of peer relationships) to common childhood 
health problems. A total of 1,639 children, ages 6-9, in primary schools in the United 
Kingdom were assessed for bullying over the previous 6 months. Boys and girls were 
fairly equally represented in this sample, and the sample included 8.9% ethnic minorities. 
Children were assessed using a private structured interview process and results were 
compared to parent reports of common health complaints (both physical and 
psychosomatic) and school records for absenteeism. Results indicated that 39.8% of 
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chi ldren were victims, 4.3% were bullies, and l 0.2% \Vere bully-victims. Victims, bully-
victirns, and girls were found to have the highest incidence of physical health symptoms. 
Being both victims and bully-victims were associated with higher repo1ts of 
psychosomatic health problems (Wolke, et al.). 
To examine potential psycholog]cal and emotional consequences of bullying, 
Bond et al. (2001) studied the relationship between the recmTence of peer victimization 
and the onset of self-reported symptoms of anxiety and depression in early adolescence. 
The sample consisted of 2,680 students from 26 secondary schools in V icto1ia, Australia. 
Students were surveyed twice over two years in grade 8 ( 13 years old) and once in grade 
9 ( 14-1 5 years old). The students voluntaiily paiticipatecl in a randomized controlled trial 
of a school based intervention to promote the emotional well being of students. Self-
reports of types of victimization were obtained: being teased. having rumors spread about 
them, being deliberately excluded, or experiencing physical threats or vio lence. The 
authors used a revised clinical interview schedule, a structured psychiatric interview for 
non-clinical populations, to establish frequency of anxiety or depression. Social 
relationships were evaluated on dimensions of perceived availability of attachments and 
presence of relational conflicts. Prevalence of victimization at each of the three survey 
periods was 49%, 51 %. and 42%. Data analysis further revealed that 33% reported 
experiencing recurrent victimization, 33% reported being victimized at one point in time, 
and 33% reported not being victimized. Significant associations were noted between 
victimization. mental health status, and social relationships. The authors further noted 
that the incidence of becoming a victim had a significant impact on the future emotional 
well being of young adolescent girls. independent of their social relationships. This was 
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not true for boys (Bond, et al.). These results have implications for further research on 
prevalence of bullying and eftects of bullying specific to gender, relationship variables as 
protective factors and analysis of related prevention progranuning components to meet 
gender-specific variables 
Similarly, Graham et al. (2006) developed a model for understanding the 
pathways from victimization to school outcomes, which included victimization to 
characteroiogical self-blame to psychological maladjustment to school problems. An 
ethnically diverse group of 1,985 6111 grade students were recruited from 11 middle 
schools in metropolitan Los Angeles. Ethnic configuration included 46% Latino, 26% 
African American, 11 % Asian, 9% White, and 8% biracial or multi-racial. Gender was 
fairly equally distributed across ethnic groups. Most students were eligible for free or 
reduced lunch programs and all schools qualified for Title l compensatory education 
funds. Peer nomination procedures were used to assist with identifying subgroups of 
students as victims, aggressors, aggressive victims, and socially adjusted (neither 
aggressive nor non-aggressive). Self-report data was gathered for psychological 
adjustment, att1ibutions for peer harassment, and perceived school climate (Graham, et 
al.). Teachers completed rating measures for academic engagement and student grades 
were obtained. Analysis of the data revealed that victims repo1ted the most negative self-
views (loneliness, social anxiety, depression, and low-self-esteem), aggressors the most 
positive self-views, and aggressive victims fell between these two groups. Unlike many 
studies, Graham et al. examined ethnic and racial differences and found that African 
Ame1ican boys were disproportionately represented in the aggressive group. They 
suggested this may be a reflection of misinterpretation of cultural norms of 
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communication in the African American culture by others and highlighted the paiiicular 
vulnerabilities of Afocan American boys who must cope with the dual stressors of 
academic challenges and negative stereotypes (Graham, et al.). 
Sullivan et al. (2006) examined other potential behavioral outcomes related to 
bullying. They studied the association of externalizing behaviors including drug use, 
aggression and delinquent behavior, to two forms of peer victimization: physical abuse 
and relational abuse. A sample of 276 predominantly African American eighth graders 
was obtained from a U.S. urban public school system. Findings from this study revealed 
that peer victimization was significantly conelated to 1) cigarette and alcohol use but not 
to advanced alcohol use or marijuana use and 2) physical and relational aggression and 
delinquent behavior. Relational victimization was uniquely associated with all categ01ies 
of drug use. Stronger con-elations between externalizing behaviors and peer victimization 
were noted in boys. These findings support the multiple, potentially long-te1m, negative 
effects of bullying. 
In an attempt to examine academic outcomes related to bullying, Buhs & Ladd 
(2006) designed a structural model that hypothesized that chronic peer exclusion and 
chronic peer abuse mediated the link between children ' s experience of early peer 
rejection and later classroom engagement and achievement. They conducted a six-year 
longitudinal study of 380 children in kindergarten through fifth grade. Initi al data 
collection included children from 31 different kindergarten classrooms. When these 
children reached fifth-grade, the sample had been expanded to include 162 classrooms. 
The sample contained fairly equal prop01tions of urban, suburban, and rural 
representation in Midwestern communities, with an ethnic composition of 17.4% African 
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Amc1ican, 77.1 % Caucasian, 1.6% Hispanic, and 3.9% self-reported as other. Rating 
scales measured l) peer group acceptance or rejection, 2) peer exclusion, 3) peer abuse, 
4) classroom participation, 5) school avoidance and withdrawal, 6) aggression and 7) 
academic achievement. Peer group acceptance or rejection was defined as the extent to 
which individuals were liked or disliked by classroom peers. Average sociometric ratings 
were obtained from classmates during the children·s kindergarten year. Two fonns of 
bullying were identified: peer exclusion and peer abuse. Peer exclusion was defined as 
the extent to which children were the target of non-aggressive, rejecting behaviors by 
peers such as ignoring, avoiding. or refusing to associate with them in the classroom 
context. Peer abuse was defined as the extent to which children experienced aggressive 
and harassing behaviors. Classroom disengagement was evaluated based on classroom 
participation and school avoidance. 
Buhs and Ladd (2006) repo11cd statistically significant results that suggested peer 
rejection was a strong predictor of a range of chronic, negative individual and peer 
behaviors that may alter the social environment of the classroom over time and may 
adversely affect the child's capacity to effectively adapt. Upon further investigation, the 
authors concluded that the act of exclusion towards a student, although not as visibly 
harmful as verbal or physical abuse, may be particularly detrimental to that child·s 
participation. foster disengagement from learning activities, and potentially have a greater 
impact than peer abuse on their academic progress (Buhs & Ladd). 
To further examine academic and psychosocial effects of bullying, Glew et al. 
(2005), in a large scale, cross-sectional study, investigated the prevalence of bullying in 
elementary schools and its association with school attendance, academic achievement, 
38 
disciplinary action and psychosocial measures for feelings of sadness, safety, and sense 
of belonging. A sample of 3,530 students in third, fourth and fifth grade from an urban, 
west coast public school district was selected. Both bullying behaviors and psychosocial 
measurements were included in self-reported surveys with questions adapted from the R-
OBVQ to accommodate developmental needs of this age grnup. Standardized academic 
achievement measures were obtained from statewide test scores. Twenty-two percent of 
all children surveyed reported involvement in bullying as a bully, victim or a bully-
victim. Victims and bully-victims were found to have lower academic achievement then 
were bystanders and more likely to report feelings of not belonging. All three groups 
were found to feel more unsafe in school and bullies and victims were found to feel sad 
most days. Bullies and bully-victims were more often males. These findings paralleled 
other studies that examined the relationship of bullying behavior and academic and 
psychosocial outcomes (Glew, et al.). 
These studies conh·ibuted to understanding the multi-dimensional effects of 
bullying on children, youth and peers. The researchers recognized the critical need for 
comprehensive programming in assessment, prevention and intervention directed at 
reducing the ham1fol psychological, emotional, physical and academic effects of 
bullying. 
Riskf{1ctors associated lrith bully ing and ,-ictimization 
Several characteristics of children have been identified as placing them at higher 
risk of becoming a victim of bullying. Using a Canadian sample of 5,749 boys and girls 
ages 11 to 16, Janssen and colleagues (2004) studied the association between being 
overweight or obese and experiencing bullying such as verbal, physical. relational and 
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sexual harassment. Self-reports for body mass index (BMI). based on heights and 
weights, and bullying behaviors were obtained using 200 I and 2002 WHO Health 
Behavior in School-Aged Children Survey. Findings indicated that children who were 
overweight or obese were more likely to be victims and perpetrators of a va1iety of 
bullying behaviors than were non11al-weight peers. A gender difference was found in age 
range of peer victimization. For obese and overweight boys there was an increase in 
victimization between the ages of 11-14, but not in 15-16 year olds. For girls the 
relationship of bullying to being overweight or obese was consistent across all age 
ranges. Significant associations were found in relational bullying, such as withdrawing 
friendship or spreading rumors, and overt bullying, such as name-calling, hitting, kicking. 
and teasing. The implications of these findings in clinical practice and program 
development were explored (Janssen. et al.). 
Using a retrospective analysis Hugh-Jones and Smith ( 1999) studied the short and 
long tern1 effects of bullying in school on children who stammered. Two-hundred and 
seventy six adult respondents from a national Association for Dystluent People in Britain 
who were dysfluent as a child completed a semi-structured interview and a 19 item postal 
questionnaire. All repo11ed moderate to severe stammering by age l 0. A total of 83% 
reported bullying throughout their school life, with 18% experiencing bullying on a daily 
basis and 41 % experiencing bullying several times per week. Long-term effects were 
reported in personal relationships, self-esteem and depression. This research suppo11s the 
importance of early identification for children who arc at risk for victimization due to 
special needs, and the impo11ance of early intervention to reduce the potential sho11 and 
long-tem1 negative consequences of bullying. 
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Mishna (2003) completed a meta-analysis on the issue of bullying and its 
relationship to children with learning disabilities. Several studies were highlighted that 
supported a relationship between learning disabilities and increased vulnerability to 
becoming a victim of bullying (Martlew & Hodson, 199 l; abuzoka & Smith, 1993; 
Sabomie, 1994; Morrison, et al., 1994). Recommendations for further research in several 
dimensions of learning disabilities and its relationship to bullying were made. These 
included systematic identification of risk and protective factors, detennining va1iables 
that may differentiate children with learning disabilities who were not victimized to those 
who were, and the evaluation of interventions that address individual, interpersonal, and 
environmental factors (Mishna). 
Van Cleave et al. (2006) investigated whether there was a relationship between 
children with special health care needs and bullying, having been bullied, or becoming a 
bully-victim. They used data collected from the 2004 National Survey of Children ·s 
Health (NSCH) for children age 6- 17. Five sub-categories identified to establish that a 
child had special health care needs were: l) uses medication, 2) uses health services, 3) 
has functional limitations, 4) uses special therapy, and 5) has behavioral, emotional or 
developmental problems. Information regarding experiences with bullying behavior was 
obtained using a self-report questionnaire format. Outcome data revealed a statistically 
significant difference at p<.00 I for ch ildren with special health care needs compared to 
children without special health care needs. The research further demonstrated that 
children with special health care needs and behavioral, emotional or developmental 
problems were the most likely of this vulnerable group to be bullied (Van Cleave, et al.). 
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Thus, the literature highlighted the increased 1isk of being victimized by bullying 
among children with special needs or vulnerabilities and underscores the impo1iance of 
bullying prevention interventions for these children. 
Perspectives on Bullying 
Understanding how students, teachers, parents and administrators perceived the 
problem of bullying within their school system is critical to the success of a primary 
prevention program that addresses bullying. A study by Brown et al. (2005) analyzed 
data obtained from 1,229 fourth to eighth grade children, ages 9-13, attending health 
education centers in seven states in the United States. A list of survey questions 
addressing perceptions of bullying was developed by an interdisciplinary advisory team 
which consisted of a child psychologist, a school principal, a schoolteacher, a university 
researcher, a parent, a state-level health education coordinator and two center directors. 
Students responded to survey questions via anonymous, handheld keypads. School-level 
vaiiables were obtained for ethnicity, reduced lunch pa11icipation, and local zip code. 
Fifty percent of the students reported having been bullied, with l in 7 being afraid to go 
to school at least once in awhile because of bullying. Half of those that were bull ied 
repo11ed they would attempt to fight back, versus 8% who would try to talk to the bully. 
Of those students who had witnessed bullying behavior, 34% repo1ted usually watching. 
walking away, doing nothing or joining in. In contrast, 41 % stated that they would try to 
do something. Though reported by the majority of students as being .. un-coor·, one in 
five students reported frequently (at least one time per week) bullying others. Older 
children stated they did not know how to stop bullying and were more apt to believe 
disciplining bullies and lessons at school were more effective than telling teachers or 
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parents. In this study, the majo1ity of identified bullies were from predominately black or 
Hispanic urban schools, and of a lower socio-economic status. Further research to 
examine student perspectives on interventions and underlying reasons for bullying and 
victim behavior were recommended, as these concepts may directly impact the success of 
any primary prevention program (Brown, et al.). 
Dake et al. (2003) used information collected by the U.S. Department of 
Education's National Center for Education Statistics (2002) to obtain a list of public 
elementary and secondary schools in the United States. From this list, 700 of these 
schools were randomly selected to survey teachers' perceptions and practices regarding 
bullying prevention activities. From this sample, 52.4% completed the four-page 
questionnaire. Results indicated that 86.3% of respondents only used verbal engagement 
with bullies and victims when bullying incidences arose. Though the impo11ance of 
incorporating ongoing classroom discussions about bullying as part of a comprehensive 
school-wide approach to bullying prevention was identified, less than one third of 
teachers set aside time to talk with the students as a whole in their classroom. This study 
further found that teachers perceived providing disciplinary interventions after a bullying 
incident was the most effective means of decreasing bullying problems, followed by 
improved supervision of students and environmental bullying prevention activities. This 
study suggests the need for further education and training of teachers in classroom 
management strategies to support bullying prevention activities (Dake. et al.). 
Dake et al. (2003) also examined principals· perceptions and practices in bullying 
prevention activities. A sample of 700 principals was randomly selected from schools 
across the United States. A four-page questionnaire was mailed and a 55% response rate 
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was obtained. Findings indicated that al though principals did not perceive any barriers 
to implementing bullying prevention activities, only one in five schools had such 
programs. The researchers found statistical significance at p<.O I for principals' 
perceptions that bullying in U.S. elementary schools was s ignificantly greater than the 
extent in their own school. The outcome recommendations of this study closely aligned 
with recommendations of Dake et al. (2003) regarding teachers' practices. Further 
education and training for principals in school-wide approaches to reduce bullying 
problems was recommended (Dake, et al., 2004). 
Hendershot et al. (2006) examined elementary school nurses· perceptions of 
student bullying, perceived level of preparation to manage bullying problems and actions 
taken when they encounter bullying. A random sample of 600 nurses from the ational 
Association for School urses membership list were mailed surveys and a 67% response 
rate was obtained. In this sample, 99% of the nurses were female, 92% were white, and 
83% had been school nurses for I to 7 years. Data collected from surveys revealed: 
• 14% of school nurses stated there were no barriers to managing bullying 
problems. 
• 49% of school nurses identified bullying as taking place where they did not 
supervise. 
• 41 % of school nurses believed someone else in the school was more qualified to 
manage bullying behaviors. 
• 26% of school nurses believed they did not have enough time. 
• 25% of school nurses reported feeling unprepared to handle bullying problems. 
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The most effective methods identified by school nur cs lo reduce bullying problems 
included consistent discipline and improved supervision (Hendershot. et al.). These 
findings were consistent with previous research presented indicating that consistent 
discipline and supervision were believed to decrease bullying behavior. Though the 
school nurse was identified as an active member of the larger school community, these 
perceptions further indicated that a high percentage of school nurses did not perceive 
themselves as qual ified or responsible for managing bullying behaviors. These 
perceptions were inconsistent with several other research findings that supported the 
utility of school-wide interventions where all professional staff and support staff were 
engaged to reduce bullying problems (Dake, Price. & Tcljohann, 2003; Fekkes. Pijpers. 
& Verloove-Vanhorick. 2005; ransel et al.. 2001: Olweus, 1993; Selekman & Vessey, 
200...i). Though not clearly examined in this s tudy, identifying the presence of a bullying 
prevention program in each school may have provided further insights into the 
relationship ofsehool nurse perceptions of bullying and the presence of a school-wide 
bullying prevention program. 
Kallestad (2003) examined factors that may predict or affect differences in 
teachers· and schools· implementation of the OBPP. In Norway, 37 schools and 89 
teachers participated in the study and provided survey data at two points in time over a 
six- month period. The following items measured potential predictors of within-school 
variability: I) perceived level of bullying. 2) perceived staff importance, 3) read program 
information. 4) readiness to intervene, 5) information about break time, and 6) affective 
involvement. Degree of implementation of Classroom Intervention Measures (CMI) and 
Individual Contact (IC) were also evaluated via sclf-rcpo11s. The school climate analysis 
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measured openness in communication, orientation to change, teacher-teacher 
collaboration. The study suggested that school climate measures were important 
predicators of teacher differences regard ing level of implementation of the OBPP and that 
teachers were a key agent of change regarding the successful and comprehensive 
implementation of the OBPP. 
Unlike the majority of research studies that utilized quantitative methods to 
examine bullying, Mishna (2004) completed one of the first qualitative studies for 
children in grades 4 and 5 who sel f-identified themselves as victims. The sample was 
obtained from an urban culturally diverse public school in one large Canadian city. A 
survey was administered to 61 students followed by individual semi-structured interviews 
with selected children, each child's teacher, one parent and a school administrator. Two 
major themes emerged in this study that suggested students and adults experienced 
significant difficulty when they attempted to dete1mine if an incident was bullying or 
rough play, and what impact the bullying may have had on the dynamics within group 
friendships. Implications for practice were identified and the importance of empowering 
teachers to recognize and respond to bullying while listening and validating children's 
perceptions and feelings when they are victimized was highlighted (Mishna). 
Another qualitative study completed by Gini, et al. (2008) examined whether 
reactions of bystanders to different types of bullying influenced perceptions of bullying, 
attitudes towards victims, and students· overall sense of safety at school. The sample 
consisted of 217, Caucasian middle school students (ages 11-13) from a mid-size city in 
Italy. Data was collected using questionnaire booklets that consisted of both Likert scale 
questions and short stories to obtain information regarding perceptions of bystanders. The 
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following responses were noted: 1) participants highly endorsed defending behaviors of 
schoolmates, whereas they did not endorse either the decision to assist the bully or 
remain passively engaged, 2) girls endorsed defending behavior significantly more than 
boys who endorsed more often than girls assisting the bully, 3) victim blame ratings were 
significantly higher when the bystander in the story remained passively aside than when 
they actively intervened on behalf of the victim or assisted the bullies. and 4) when 
participants witnessed a bullying episode they reported an increase sense of insecurity, 
but the highest rates of a sense of security were noted when bystanders intervened to help 
the victim. This study tended si6111ificant support to the importance ofrecognizing both 
the role of the peer group and bystanders in the bully/victim dynamic and their overall 
sense of safety (Gini, et al.). 
Elements of bullying prevenlion interventions and policies 
Given the increase in violence against youth in our nation, it is essential that 
strategies that may significantly reduce precursors to violence, such as bullying, be 
investigated. Multiple programs and policies have been developed and are offered in a 
number of ways, from individual interventions, to school-based interventions, to 
community interventions and address interventions for the bully, the victim, and the 
bystanders. Identifying bullying as a precursor to more violent behavior prompted an 
increase in research and policy making in the area of anti-bullying prevention 
programming across the United States and internationally. The shift in adult attitudes 
regarding prevalence of violence was si6111ificant. In 1982, 3% of adults in the U.S. 
identified crime and violence as the most important issue facing our nation. In 1994, this 
increased to more than 50 % of adults identifying crime and violence as the most pressing 
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issue facing our nation (Jolrnston, et.al. , 1996). Olweus and Limber (2002) identified four 
major policy and program initiatives that were developed to respond to this growing 
concern over violence: 
I. The use of judicial waivers, transfeITing violent juvenile offenders as young as 
age ten into the adult justice system for trial, sentencing, and adult prison te1ms 
2. Legislating new gun control policies (e.g., the Brady Handgun Violence 
Prevention Act, 1993). 
3. The creation of "boot camps" or shock incarceration programs for young 
offenders, in order to instill discipline and respect for authority. 
4. Community policing initiatives to create police-community partnerships aimed at 
more efficient community problem solving in dealing with crime, violence and drug 
abuse. 
These initiatives were desc1ibed by Olweus and Limber as both reactive and controlling 
in nature and did not incorporate a primary prevention approach that strategically would 
prevent children from becoming violent in the first place. 
Limber and Snyder (2006) described a number of controversial preventative 
strategies that have been implemented in schools to address the problem of bullying and 
will briefly be reviewed here. The use of a Zero Tolerance Policy had been adopted by 
many schools and involved suspending or expelling students who bully. Though this may 
have reflected a concerted effort to quickly respond to ensuring student safety in the wake 
of recent school shootings, drawbacks were identified. With prevalence rates ranging 
from approximately, 15% to 25% of students involved in bullying on a fairly regular 
basis, this policy could result in a significant portion of the student body being excluded 
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from school. Furthermore, being responsible for reporting a student who has bullied, 
knowing the potential extreme disciplinary outcome may deter students, and possibly 
some adults, from repo11ing. Finally, youth who are engaged in frequent bullying 
behavior are at greater 1isk to engage in other antisocial behaviors that could escalate into 
adulthood. The researchers noted that it is impotiant that students have an opportunity to 
stay connected to schools in order to have access to positive, pro-social roles models, 
including peers and adults. 
Other less drastic measures to address the problem of bullying lacked support in 
the literature. Group treatment for bullying had been found to be ineffective, often 
resulting in heightening the bullies' repe11oire of skills as the group members serve as 
excellent role models, reinforcing bullying behavior for each other. Confl ict resolution 
and peer mediation had been additional strategies utilized within the school setting. 
Though these approaches attempted to strengthen conflict resolution skills, they may 
have inadvertently fu11her victimized the child who had been bullied due to the 
significant power differential in the relationship. The researchers further noted that other 
simple, short-tenn solutions such as single school assembly or monthly cuniculums will 
most likely result in simple, short-tenn outcomes unless they become a part of a larger, 
comprehensive, long-tenn bullying prevention strategy (Limber & Snyder, 2006). 
Vreeman & Can-oil (2007) conducted a systematic review of rigorously evaluated 
school-based anti-bullying interventions. Twenty-six studies were chosen based on 
specific inclusion criteria and interventions were categorized as follows: curriculum-
based, whole-school , social skills groups, ment01ing and social work suppo1t. Main 
outcome measures established for this study included direct outcome measures of 
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bullying including bullying, victimization, aggressive behavior and school response to 
violence. lndirect outcome measures related to bullying included school achievement, 
perceived school safety, self-esteem, and knowledge or attitudes toward bullying. Four of 
the I 0 interventions demonstrated a decrease in bullying, though 3 of the 4 showed no 
improvement in some populations. Findings suggested that school-based interventions 
that address multiple professional disciplines were more effective than curricular specific 
interventions. The researchers also noted that indirect outcomes related to bullying were 
not significantly improved by these interventions. Whole-school multidisciplinary 
interventions included a combination of school wide rules and sanctions, teacher training, 
classroom cuniculum, confl ict resolution, and individual counseling (Olweus, 1994; 
Al saker & Valkanover, 2001 ; Melton, et al., 1998; Menesini, et al., 2003; Metzler, et al. , 
2001 ; Mitchell , et al., 2000; Rahey, 2002; Roland, 2000; Sanchez, et al., 2001; & 
Twemlow, et al., 200 I). 
umerous other prevention programs have been developed over the past several 
years in response to the growing concern regarding bullying and its relationship to other 
more extreme forn1s of violence. Despite this proliferation, due to lack of adequate 
evaluation processes, the effectiveness of many prevention programs has remained 
essentially unknown (Halford, et al., 2006). 
Jn their research on whole-school efforts to reduce bullying, Whitted and Dupper 
(2005) found that comprehensive, multi-level strategies must target bullies, victims, 
bystanders, families and communities to be most effective. They further argued that the 
most effective bullying prevention programs attempted to change the culture and climate 
of the school, as well as reach out to individual children. Another key factor noted for 
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successful comprehensive prevention programming was the administration of a survey to 
assess the level of bullying p1ior to program implementation as well as post-intervention. 
This has provided the opportunity to adequately assess the level of program effectiveness 
over time. These researchers further highlighted the importance of implementing all 
aspects of a bullying prevention program as programmatically defined and identified this 
as an essential feature to ensuring implementation of the program with fidelity. 
Three multi -level programs designed to prevent or minimize bullying in schools 
have been developed since 1994 in the United States: 1) Bully-Proofing Your School 
(Oakland Schools and Oakland County Prosecutor's Office (2003), 2) The Olweus 
Bullying Prevention Program (Olweus, 200 I), and 3) Steps to Respect (Committee for 
Children, 2003). Bully-Proofing Your School was developed at the Wellesley College, 
Center for Research on Women in 1996. It included eleven lesson plans and resource 
references on bullying that highlighted the varying roles that exist in bullying situations. 
This program had many simi larities to the OBPP which included: 1 ) a school-wide 
approach with focus on changing the overall school climate, 2) identification of 3 main 
roles within a bullying dynamic includ ing the bully, the victim, and the bystanders with a 
focus on increasing adult's understanding of prevalence and individual characte1istics, 3) 
enhancing teachers sense of effectiveness and overall morale to manage problems of 
bullying, 4) infonning and engagement of parents in school activities. The Bully-
Proofing Your School Program does not include an assessment component nor has it 
been rigorously investigated in the scientific community. Steps to Respect was another 
bullying prevention program that utilized a lesson fom1at to teach students skills on 
making friends and handling bullies. The school staff were trained to effectively respond 
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to bullying situations and learned how to coach students involved. The students learned 
through small and large group activities within the framework of respecting, caring and 
responsible actions. Though all programs targeted activities and interventions to reduce 
the overall prevalence of bullying in schools, the OBPP provided the most 
comprehensive and scientifically based programming (Whitted & Dupper, 2005, 
Hallford, et al., 2006). 
The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program 
The OBPP is cuITently the only bullying prevention program that has been 
identified by the Blueprints for Violence Prevention Initiative as one of eleven .. Model 
Blueprint Programs'" nationally. This initiative was developed by the Center for the Study 
and Prevention of Violence, University of Colorado-Boulder and was supported by the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The project was initiated to identify model 
violence prevention programs within and outside of the U.S. and has evolved into a large-
scale. international initiative. Over 500 violence or substance abuse programs were 
evaluated using a rigorous selection criterion that included: ((Mihalic. et al. , 2004) 
l. Capacity of a program to demonstrate significant deten-ent effects on problem 
behaviors (violence, aggression, delinquency, and/or substance abuse) by using a strong 
research design that is either experimental or quasi -experimental with matched control 
group. 
2. Demonstrated sustained effects at least one year beyond intervention. 
3. Demonstrated similar effects in at least one replication site. 
The OBPP has been recognized by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 
Administration (SAMHSA) and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services as a 
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model program. The acknowledgement of the OBPP by these two organizations provided 
significant support for this evidence- based best practices model. 
The OBPP provides interventions at multiple levels, including community 
interventions, school-wide interventions, classroom-level interventions, and individual-
level interventions. The main goal of the OBPP is to reduce the incidences of 
bullying/victim problems that exist within the school setting. Highlights of this program 
as outlined by Olweus ( 1993) include: 
• Individual interventions 
o Staff are trained to provide "on the spor' interventions for all incidents of 
bullying 
o Parents of the bully and victim are individually involved via contacts with 
student teacher and administration 
o Provision of support resources for victim and bully such as mental health 
counsel ing 
• Classroom activities 
o Regularly scheduled classroom meetings that provide opportunities for 
discussion and role playing of a variety of issues related to bul lying 
• School-level interventions 
o Administration of a student, teacher and parent questionnaire to detern1ine the 
extent of the bullying problem at school 
o Fonnation and training of the Olweus Bullying Coordinating Committee 
(OBCC) 
o Teacher and support staff in-services on the OBPP 
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o School-Wide kick-off to launch the program that may include school 
assembly, parent infonnation night, and school rules against bullying poster 
contest 
o Increase in supervision in areas identified as "hot spots" for bullying 
o Development of a system of positive reinforcement for pro-social behavior 
and disciplinary process for bullying behavior 
o Parent involvement in school activities 
• Community interventions 
o efforts are made to engage local community members in enhancing awareness 
of bullying problems and increasing participation in anti-bullying activities 
A central goal of the OBPP was to improve the school climate to enhance learning 
and positive interpersonal interactions. An essential component was the recognition and 
intervention of bystanders, defined as those students who supported the bully, but did not 
actively initiate the bullying, were disengaged onlookers, or disliked the bu!Jying, but 
were unable to help the victim. Olweus and Limber (2002) highlighted the importance of 
promoting a positive school climate that includes wannth, positive interest, and 
involvement of adults, firm limits for unacceptable behavior, consistent application of 
non-hostile, non-physical negative consequences for cases involving violation of rules 
and other unacceptable behavior, and adults acting as authorities and positive role models 
to reduce bullying (Olweus & Limber). 
The student questionnaire, referTed to as the R-OBVQ, had been used to 
quantitatively assess bullying behavior and the impact on individuals and the larger 
school climate. The R-OBVQ was formatted into four distinct sections that included: I) 
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bullying problems: prevalence, types, location, duration and reporting, 2) feelings and 
attitudes regarding bullying, 3) how others react, and 4) friendships and general 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with school. The R-OBVQ has provided vital infonnation 
regarding prevalence and location of bullying that assists schools w ith heightening 
supervision effo11s in high risk areas. 
Training and ongoing consultation were provided to the BPCC, teachers, 
administrators and adult support staff to enhance effective and comprehensive 
implementation of the OBPP. This was critical to support fidelity and proper dosaging of 
the OBPP. Classroom-level interventions included the establishment of rules against 
bullying, regular classroom meetings to discuss bullying within the school, and 
reinforcement of rules, pro-social norms, behaviors and supp011 for increasing student 
knowledge and empathy regarding bullying and its potential impact on the victim. 
Another level of intervention occun-ed at an individual level and involved discussions 
with students who have been bullied or who are bullying. 
Swnma1JJ 
The literature highlighted in this paper revealed a significant prevalence of 
bullying in elementary and middle school settings both within the United States and 
globally. Potential negative effects of bullying on academic perfonnance, psychosocial, 
and physical well-being of youth worldwide were presented. Inconsistencies in school 
personnel's perceptions of the prevalence of the bully/victim problem, as well as 
perceived capacity to effectively intervene were identified as barriers to a school's ability 
to effectively implement a bullying prevention program. Although research suggested 
that school-wide interventions were an important component to reducing bully/victim 
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problems, further research in this area is warranted to identify the most effective 
strategies for intervention and prevention efforts. This intervention study investigated the 
impact of a school-wide, multi-dimensional bullying prevention program known as the 
OBPP in an urban-suburban, Catholic, middle school. Details regarding research design 
and methodology, research context and paiiicipants, instruments for data collection and 
procedures for data collection and analysis are provided in Chapter 3. 
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Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology 
Introduction 
This chapter provides an overview of the research design and methodology 
utilized to examine the potential impact of the OBPP intervention on prevalence rates of 
bullying and students' perceived sense of safety. First, the topic and problem statement 
are biiefiy defined. Next, the research design and methodology are presented along with a 
rationale for their selection. A description of research participants, setting and training 
required for OBPP are provided along with the research instrument, data collection and 
data analytic procedures. 
Based on the potential negative impact and high prevalence of bullying described in 
the literature the research question investigated was .. Does the implementation of the 
OBPP in an urban-suburban, Catholic, middle-school change prevalence rates of bullying 
and students· perceived sense of safety?" To objectify students· perceived sense of safety 
and experience with bullying the fol lowing research questions were devised: 
1. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report less bullying than 
those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
2. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report being excluded less 
often by peers than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
3. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report that teachers try to 
stop bullying more often than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
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4. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report trying to help 
students more often who are being bullied than those who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention? 
5. Do teachers report improvement in identi fying, managing and reporting bullying 
incidents after one year of OBPP intervention? 
6. Do parents report a decrease in repo1ts of bullying by their child after one year of 
OBPP intervention? 
In this intervention study the independent variable was the OBPP and the dependent 
variables were students· perceived sense of safety and reports of bullying behavior as 
measured by multiple items on the R-OBVQ. These items included prevalence of 
bullying experienced, type of bullying experienced, engagement by other students in 
bullying behavior, and perceived improvement in overall school climate as measured by 
improved order and discipline, improved social rel ationships, and increase in positive 
attitudes towards school. The other dependent variables measured in this study were 
teachers' perceptions regarding bullying behavior and parental repo1ts of bullying 
reported by their child. This multi -infom1ant approach provided an oppottunity to add to 
the literature through analysis of teacher and parent perspectives in comparison to student 
data. 
111e Specific objectives for this research study included: 
l. Institutional Review Board approval for implementation of this intervention 
study. 
2. Completion by researcher of all required training and consultation to become a 
trainer in the OBPP. 
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3. Training by the researcher for the BPCC, school personnel and adult support staff 
on all aspects of the OBPP including the administration of the R-OBVQ. 
4. Administration of the R-OBVQ to a cohort of 7'11 and g•h grade students prior to 
implementation of the OBPP and to a second cohort of 7'11 and 8111 grade students who 
received the OBPP intervention for one year. 
5. Administration of the OTQ to teachers prior to implementation of the OBPP and 
again one year after OBPP intervention. 
6. Completion of the OPQ by parents via mail prior to implementation of the OBPP 
and then one year later to parents whose children have received the OBPP intervention. 
7. Data collection, analysis, and interpretation of findings. 
Research Design and Methodology 
As a school-wide, multi-level intervention program, the OBPP required a sample 
of participants based on intact classrooms and school-wide pa1iicipation. This negated the 
ability to randomly assign students to treatment versus control conditions and thus 
precluded a true experimental design (Cottrell & McKenzie, 2003). Therefore, the 
research conducted on the OBPP utilized a quasi-experimental design that consisted of a 
time-lagged contrast between age-equivalent groups. This selection cohort design 
provided an oppo1iunity to compare successive coho1i s of children from a pa1iicular 
grade level. Hence, students who received one year of the OBPP inte1vention were 
compared to students of the same grade level who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
One of the strengths of this quasi-experimental design was that different cohorts could 
serve both as an intervention and a control/baseline group in different compatisons 
(Olweus, 2005). 
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As a cohort, the students investigated in this study were identified by a particular 
grade level (7'h or 81h grade), represented a roughly equal distiibution of boys and girls 
and were approximately the same age. Baseline data that reflected students who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention was collected in February 2007, one month prior to 
implementation of the OBPP. Data for students who received the OBPP intervention was 
collected twelve months following the OBPP intervention in March 2008. The baseline 
data for 7'11 grade students who did not receive the OBPP intervention was compared to 
7'11 grade students who did receive the OBPP intervention. The same comparison occurred 
with the baseline data for 8111 grade students who did not receive the OBPP intervention 
and 81" grade students who did receive the OBPP intervention. 
As identified by Cresswell (2003), the OBPP incorporates important processes of a 
quasi-experimental design that include: 
1. Use of pre-detennined instruments to measure attitudes and behaviors about 
bullying. 
2. Use of data collected to generate statistical results to assist with enhancing 
knowledge about cause and effect relationships between the OBPP and student, teacher, 
and parent responses to the issue of bullying. 
3. Interpreting and writing results. 
Research Context-Setting 
The intervention study was conducted in a small Catholic 7111 and 811i grade 
middle-school located in a Northeastern section of the U.S. Demographic data that reflect 
the overall student population prior to OBPP intervention and one year following OBPP 
intervention are presented in Table 3.A. The student data reflected an increasingly 
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ethnically diverse population, with students residing in both urban and suburban 
residential settings. The overall student enrollment was 135 students in 2007 and 123 
students in 2003 which reflected a significant decrease in enrollment over a one year 
period. As noted in Table 3.1, there were no significant changes regarding within gender 
d ifferences prior to OBPP intervention and one year after OBPP intervention. 
Table 3.1 
Demographic Data Comparison With and Without OBPP Intervention 
Febmary, 2007- Without Intervention March, 2008- With 1ntervention 
• Total Number of Students: 185 • Total Number of Students: 123 
• Native American/ Asian: 3.4% • Native American/Asian: 5.7% 
• Black/Multi-racial: 38% • Black/multi-racial: 48% 
• H ispanic:7 .6% • Hispanic: I 0.5% 
• White: 51 % • White: 35.8% 
• Females: 45.6% • Females: 44.6% 
• Males: 54.4% • Males: 54.4% 
Two hundred and seventy three students voluntarily participated in thi s study: 161 
71h and 3th grade students completed the R-OBVQ prior to OBPP intervention and 11 2 ih 
and 3th grade students completed the R-OBYQ after receiving one year of the OBPP 
intervention. To ensure data was collected in accordance with ethical requirements 
info1med consent was obtained for all pa11icipants. Since thi s was a low-risk investigation 
of a school-wide prevention program, the researchers' Institutional Review Board 
approved this intervention study and the use of passive parental consent for student 
participation. The investigator also received certification through the National Institute 
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of Health (N IH), Office of Human Subjects Research for completion of the computer-
based training course for N IH !RB members on January 4111, 2007. Parents received a 
Jetter that included an overview of the purpose of the research investigation and an 
oppo1tunity to inforn1 the school/principle in writing if they did not choose to have their 
child participate in the study (See Appendix A). The voluntary nature of participation was 
reinforced. An anonymous parent questionnaire was also included. Parents had the option 
to complete the questionnaire and mail to school in a sealed envelope to be obtained by 
the researcher. Because participants in this investigation were minors, child assent was 
obtained from students by providing verbally and in writing an overview of the purpose 
of the questionnaire and giving students an oppo1iunity to choose to participate or not. 
Teachers received training by the researcher on how to desc1ibe and administer the 
questiorurnire to ensure consistency, accuracy and confidentiality. 
Research Instruments 
There were three research instruments utilized in this intervention study to collect 
multi-informant perspectives on the prevalence of bullying and students' perceived sense 
of safety in the school. These included the (R-OBVQ) developed by Dr. Dan Olweus and 
the Teacher and Parent Questionnaires developed by Dr. Susan Limber in consultation 
with Dr. Olweus. Completion of all instruments was voluntary, anonymous, and 
incorporated a Likert scale measurement. The research site purchased the instruments 
from the Hazeldon Publishing Company as part of a comprehensive OBPP package and 
the investigator received written pennission from school administration to use the results 
generated by these instruments for this intervention study. Since all three instruments 
were copyrighted, a complete version of each was not included in this disse1iation. 
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The R-OBVQ was an anonymous, 40 item, multiple-choice, pencil and paper 
instrument that took approximately 30-45 minutes for students to complete. In this 
questio1rnaire, 36 items specifically addressed multiple aspects of bully/ victim problems 
including: 1) exposure to various physical, verbal, indirect, racial, and sexual fonns of 
bullying/harassment, 2) how students bully others, 3) where bullying occurs, 4) pro-bully 
and pro-victim attitudes, and 5) the extent to which the social environment (teachers, 
peers, parents) are informed about and react to the bullying incidences. The remaining 
four items addressed gender, grade, degree of liking school and number of friends. 
An important aspect considered when using this quasi-expe1imental research design 
was internal validity. As noted by Campbell & Stanley ( 1963), internal val idity reflected 
the confidence that the observed effects (change in post-intervention scores) were due to 
intervention and intervention alone and that a plausible alternative explanation for the 
observed effect did not exist. One tlu·eat to the internal validity of this design and 
methodology pertained to history. History refers to potential events outside of the study 
to which subjects have been unifom1ly exposed to and which have the potential to 
provide a plausible alternative explanation for the observed effect. Since a one-year 
period existed from time of implementation of the OBPP intervention to follow-up data 
collection, the potential for alternative factors to impact measured outcomes was 
examined. For example, students may have been exposed, in addition to the OBPP, to 
changes in educational, administrative, or school routine and disciplinary action 
procedures that influenced their behavior. In order to minimize tlu·eats to internal 
validity, it was c1itical that the school administration committed to not initiating other 
bullying prevention programs or parallel interventions during the implementation of the 
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OBPP intervention. It was also impo11ant to maintain active engagement with school 
administration and staff regarding the fidelity and dosaging of the OBPP intervention. 
This occurred through ongoing consultation and dialogue with the researcher in order to 
remain aware of potential alternative variables that may affect internal validity. 
Campbell and Stanley (1963) also noted differences in age or "maturation .. as a 
potential threat to the internal validity of a research study. Maturation pertained to 
potential changes within subjects over time that may have provided a plausible alternative 
explanation for the observed post-intervention effects. These may include biological and 
psychological processes that systematically change with the passage of time. ln the 
adolescent population, there are an array of biological factors to consider such as physical 
prowess, hormonal changes, and alterations in appearance. A number of psychological 
changes and cognitive capacities also may affect the bully/victim dynamic. For example, 
within this intervention study, controlling for maturational issues was attempted by 
comparing age-equivalent groups at different points in time. According to Olweus 
(2005), it was advantageous to investigate naturally occuning groups that were 
reasonably equivalent before initiating the intervention. The two main groups in this 
study represented a diverse group of i 11 and 8111 grader students. Demographic data was 
compared for those students and teachers \.vho received the OBPP intervention to those 
students and teachers who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The majority of 
members in the identified cohorts of this study represented a relatively stable population 
over time. 
Another aspect considered regarding internal validity was the potential effect of 
completing two identical questionnaires at two different points in ti me. For example, 
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though a one-year time lapse existed between administrations of the questionnaires to 
reduce the potential test, re-test effect, this possible limitation needs to be acknowledged. 
Having all students take the questionnaire at the same time and ensuring anonymity may 
have reduced other possible variables' effect. 
Studies have examined the reliability and validity of the R-OBVQ. This analysis 
has occu1Ted in large representative samples (5000 students) with individual subjects as 
the unit of analysis and means of groups of questions about having been bu! lied or having 
bullying others examined. Results have typically yielded internal consistency reliabilities 
(Cronbach's alpha) of .80 or higher for both elementary and middle school grades. Strong 
evidence has also been documented for the usefulness and construct validity of the 
questionnaire. Furthermore, self-report items on being bullied or bullying others have 
been coITelated at the .40 - .60 range (Pearson CoITelates) with reliable peer ratings on 
related dimensions (Olweus & Limber, 2002, Olweus, 2005; Solberg & Olweus, 2003). 
Kyriakides et al. (2006) also found high internal consistency on pupil responses to the 
questionnaire .These findings supported the overall reliability and validity of this 
instrument. 
In addition to students, Teachers and parents voluntaiily completed an anonymous 
questio1maire that addressed multiple dimensions of bully/victim problems. The teacher 
questionnaire consisted of 29 items that addressed perceptions on prevalence of bullying, 
locations of bullying, types of bullying, students' reports of bullying, and teachers' and 
administrations' response to bullying. The parent questionnaire consisted of 17 questions 
that addressed perceptions on their child"s experience of bullying, including prevalence 
and type of bullying, their response to their child being bullied, and their perceptions on 
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the schools' response to bullying. Similar to student questionnaires, a written 
introduction regarding the purpose of the questionnaire was provided along with a 
definition of bullying. Cohorts were created based on completion of questionnaires prior 
to OBPP inte1vention and completion of questionnaires after one year of OBPP 
intervention. Frequency measures and percentages were obtained for future comparative 
analysis. 
Data Collection and Analysis 
As recommended by Olweus, teachers received training by the researcher on 
questionnaire implementation and collection to ensure consistency, confidentiality and 
accuracy. The R-OBVQ was administered in each individual classroom on the same day 
prior to implementation of the intervention and then one year later. Directions were read 
aloud along with a clear definition of bullying. The R-OBVQ was a slightly expanded 
version of the original OBVQ by Olweus that included additional, specific forms of 
bullying. It also clearly differentiated when teasing was considered bullying and when it 
was not. As defined by Olweus (1993) the definition presented to students, teachers and 
parents read as follows: 
"'We say a student is being bullied when another student or several other students 
• say mean and hurtful things or make fun of him or her or call him or her 
mean and hurtful names, 
• completely ignore or exclude him or her from their group of friends or 
leave him or her out of things on purpose, 
• hit, kick, push, shove around, or tlu·eaten him or her, 
66 
• tell lies or spread false rumors about him or her or send mean notes and try 
to make other students dislike him or her, 
• and do other hurtful things like that. 
These things may take place frequently, and may be difficult for the student 
being bullied to defend himself or herself. It is also bullying if a student is 
teased repeatedly in a mean and hurtful way. But, we don ·t call it bullying 
when teasing is done in a friendly and playful way. Also, it is not bullying 
when two students of about the same strength or power argue or fight." 
This explanation of bullying intentionally included all three elements of the definition of 
bullying: intention to harm the victim, the repetitive nature of bull yin~, and the imbalance 
of power that exists between the bully and the victim. By ensrning clarity in the definition 
of bullying, objectivi ty and consistency in self-reporting may have been increased within 
and across classrooms (Solberg & Olweus, 2003). 
To ensure confidentiality, individual names were not noted, numerical codes were 
assigned to questionnaires based on grade versus individuals for future comparative 
analysis. Upon completion, questionnaires were placed in a sealed envelope that was 
retrieved by the primary investigator. Pre-intervention questionnaires were administered 
in February 2007 and post-intervention questionnaires were administered in March 2008. 
All questionnaires were stored in a locked file throughout the investigation. 
An impo1iant aspect of this research study required the identification of an 
established process to organize and classify data obtained through the R-OBVQ. The 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences, Version 16.0 (SPSS. 16.0) was the data analysis 
program chosen to generate descriptive and inferential statistics based on infom1ation 
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gathered from the student, teacher and parent questionnaires. Data was organized by 
individual grades and by gender. A profile was generated that included the following: l) 
incidence of bu!Jying, 2) .. hot spots·· within the school, 3) school climate and supervision 
issues, and 4) information about student and adult attitudes about bullying. This 
infonnation was presented to the BPCC to assist the school-based coordinating 
committee with recognizing specific areas of concerns regarding bullying and planning 
and guiding the future focus of anti-bullying work within that school 
Both descriptive statistics and inferential statistics were used to summarize and 
analyze the data col lected to compare responses of students and teachers who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention to students and teachers who received the OBPP 
intervention for one year. A dichotomized version of the global measures for degree of 
bullying was established. This was a consistent practice for interpretation of the OBVQ 
as identified by Olweus & Solberg (2003). Using guidelines established by Olweus, the 
measures were collapsed as follows: students who reported having been bullied or 
bullying others .. 2 or 3 times a month'' to '"several times per week'' over the past couple 
of months'' were classified as victims/ bullies and students who reported "not being 
bullied or bullying others .. or replied "only once or twice in the past couple of months;· 
were classified as non-victims/non-bullies. This was consistent with the repetitive nature 
of bullyi ng as defined by Olweus. Since this intervention study involved compa1ing data 
of two distinct groups: those that received the OBPP intervention and those that did not 
receive the OBPP intervention, a Pearson chi square test for independence, using a 2 x 2 
contingency table, was used to compare data and evaluate potential statistical significance 
of the OBPP intervention. A phi coefficient (referred to as a contingency coefficient in 
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the SPSS, 16.0 Version) was also used to measure the effect size of a chi-square test for 
independence {Aron, A. et al. , 2005). Percentile changes of greater than 15% on multiple 
research items were examined to identify potential trends for students and teachers who 
received the OBPP intervention to students and teachers who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. Reporting of trends by percentile changes of greater than 15% have been 
noted in multiple research studies (Limber, et al. , 2004; Lodge & Frydenberg, 2007; 
Olweus, 1993: Olweus & Limber, 2002; Pepler, et al., 1994). 
Summa1y 
This chapter provided a brief overview of the problem statement, the research 
questions, and general perspective regarding tbe research methodology that was proposed 
for this intervention study. A description of the research context, research participants 
and instruments used for data collection were included. Chapter 4 will provide a detailed 
summary of data collected with the R-OBVQ, the Teacher Questionnaire and the Parent 
Questionnaire and wi ll include frequency tables and statistical findings. 
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Chapter 4: Results 
Introduction 
This intervention study utilized a quasi-experimental design to examine the 
impact of a school-wide, multi-level prevention program known as the OBPP on the 
prevalence of bullying in an urban-suburban, Catholic, middle-school and to assess the 
potential impact on the overall school climate and students· perceived sense of safety 
following one year of OBPP intervention. This chapter presents the data collected for this 
intervention study on the OBPP. Results on prevalence rates and students' perceptions of 
bullying were compared for students who received the OBPP intervention program and 
for students who did not receive the OBPP. The three research instrnments utilized for 
data collection included the Revised- Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (R-OBVQ) 
developed by Dr. Dan Olweus and the Teacher and Parent Questionnaire developed by 
Dr. Susan Limber. The overarching research question in thi s intervention study was: 
"Does the implementation of the OBPP in an urban-suburban, Catholic, middle-school 
change prevalence rates of bullying and students' perceived sense of safety?'" Specific 
research sub-questions were provided to address this question with coITesponding student 
responses. Data was categorized by grade and gender with comparisons made based on 
percentage differences for students who received the OBPP intervention compared to 
students who did not receive the OBPP intervention. Due to the nominal nature of the 
data collected, a Pearson Chi Square test for independence was used to evaluate statistical 
significance between variables. 
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Research question #1: Do students who have received 1he OBPP intervention report less 
bullying than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
Several questions in the R-OBVQ explore the issue of prevalence of bullying and 
students' perceptions of bullying. All questions specifically refer to experiences ··within 
the past couple of months." Details pertaining to each question in the OBVQ are found in 
Addendum A. Findings from Questions 4-5, 7-13, 17 and 18 are described in the next 
several paragraphs, \Vith accompanying tables. For all findings that are statistically 
significant at the .05 level or better, a contingency coefficient has been provided that 
measures effect size. 
Question #4 addressed students' reports of having been bullied based on 
frequency of experiencing bullying. Table 4.2 provides a summary of these findings. The 
7t1i grade males who received the OBPP intervention reported an 8.1 % increase in 
frequency of having been bullied compared to 7th grader males who did not receive the 
intervention. In contrast, the 7•h grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a 22.8% decrease in frequency of having been bullied compared to 7th grade 
females who did not receive the intervention. However, the results for both male and 
female 7th graders were not statistically significant (male: x2 = .521 , elf= 1; females: x2 = 
. l 04, df = 1 ). The 3th grade males who received the OBPP intervention reported a I 0.2% 
decrease in frequency of having been bullied compared to the 81" grade males who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention. These results were not statistically significant (mate: x2 = 
.322, c((= 1). The 8111 grade females who received the OBPP intervention repo11ed a 25% 
increase in frequency of having been bullied compared to 8111 grade females who did not 
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receive the OBPP intervention. These results were statistically significant (females: x2 = 
.038, df = 1 ). 
Table 4.1 
Frequency of Bullying by Grade and Gender 
Question #4: "How often have you been bullied at 
school in the past couple of months?" 
Grade Gender x2 Intervention 
7th Male .521 Without intervention 
With intervention 
Female .104 Without intervention 
With intervention 
8th Male .322 Without intervention 
With intervention 
Female .038* Without intervention 
With intervention 
N = 
% 
N = 
% 
= 
% 
% 
% 
N = 
% 
N = 
% 
N= 
% = 
Student Response 
No Yes Total 
21 14 35 
60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 
14 13 27 
51.9% 48.1% 100.0% 
12 11 23 
52.2% 47.8% 100.0% 
18 6 24 
75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 
30 19 49 
61.2% 38.8% 100.0% 
25 10 35 
71 .4% 28.6% 100.0% 
28 20 48 
58.3% 41.7% 100.0% 
9 18 27 
33.3% 66.7% 100% 
Note. * = p < .05 level. No = not bullied or bullied once or twice. Yes= bullied at least 2-
3 times per month to several times per week. 
Results of Question # 18 regarding whether students '"have been bullied·' 
anywhere in school are summarized in Table 4.2. The i 11 grade males who received the 
OBPP intervention repo11ed an 8.1 % decrease in having been bullied anywhere in school 
compared to 7111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. This result was 
not statistically significant (x_2 = .510, d.f = 1 ). However, the 7111 grade females who 
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received the OBPP intervention reported a 3 1.1 % decrease in having been bullied 
anywhere in school compared to students who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
These results were statistically significant for i 11 grade females Cx2 = .022, df = 1, 
contingency coefficient = .317). The 81h grade males who received the OBPP intervention 
reported an l l .6% decrease in having been bullied anywhere in school compared the 8111 
grade males who did not receive the OBPP interventions. In contrast, the 8111 grade 
females reported a 9% increase in having been bullied anywhere in school compared to 
the 8111 grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both 
male and female 8111 graders were not statistically significant. (males: x2 = .262, df = 1, 
females: x2 = .44 l, df = l ). 
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Table 4.2 
Experience of Being Bullied by Grade and Gender 
Question # 18: ··Where have you been bullied?"' 
Student Res12onse 
Grade Gender 
') 
x- Intervention 0 Yes Total 
7'h Male .510 Without intervention N = 22 14 36 
% 61.1 % 38.9% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 18 8 26 
% 69.2% 30.8% 100.0% 
Female .022* Without intervention N= 12 1 1 23 
% 52.2% 47.8% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 20 4 24 
% 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 
3th Male .262 Without intervention N= 32 19 51 
% 62.7% 37.3% 100.0% 
With in tervention 26 9 35 
% 74.3% 25.7% 100.0% 
Female .441 Without intervention N= 31 17 48 
% 64.6% 35.4% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 15 12 27 
% 55.6% 44.4% 100.0% 
Note. * = p < .05. No= not bullied anY'~here. Yes= bul lied in one or more places in 
school. 
Questions #5 through # 12 examined the type of bullying students reported they 
experienced in the past couple of months. Question 5 addressed how often a student had 
been verbally bullied by being ''called mean names, made fun of, and teased in a hurtful 
way:· Table 4.3 provides a summary of these findings. ih grade males who received the 
OBPP intervention reported a 14.9% increase in having been verbal ly bull ied compared 
to 7'11 grader males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. In contrast, ih grade 
females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 16% decrease in having been 
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verbally bullied compared to 7111 grade females who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. However, for both male and female i 11 graders, these findings were not 
statistically significant (male: x2 = .244, c(( = 1; females: x2 = .273, df = I). The 8111 grade 
males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 7.8% decrease in having been 
verbally bullied compared to 8111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
In contrast, the 8111 grade females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 9.8% 
increase in having been verbally bullied compared to 8111 grade females who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 8111 grader were not 
statistically significant (males: x2 = .477, df= l , females: x2 = .419, df= 1). 
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Table4.3 
Direct Verbal Forms of Bullying by Grade and & Gender 
Question #5: "I was called mean names, was made fun 
of, or teased in a hurtful way." 
Student res12onse 
Grade Gender i Intervention 0 Yes Total 
?1h Male .244 Without intervention N= 20 16 36 
% 55.6% 44.4% 100.0% 
With intervention N= I I I6 27 
% 40.7% 59.3% 100.0% 
Female .273 Without intervention N= I2 11 23 
% 52.2% 47.8% 100.0% 
With intervention N = I5 7 22 
% 68.2% 31 .8% 100.0% 
3th Male .477 Without intervention N = 27 22 49 
% 55.I% 44.9% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 22 13 35 
% 62.9% 37.1% 100.0% 
Female .419 Without intervention N = 26 22 48 
% 54.2% 45.8% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 12 I5 27 
% 44.4% 55.6% 100.0% 
Note. o =not bullied or bullied once or twice. Yes= bullied at least 2-3 times per 
month to several times per week. 
Question #7 addressed overt fonns of physical bullying such as ·'being hit, kicked, 
pushed, shoved around, or locked indoors."' Table 4.4 provides a summary of these 
findings. The 71h grade males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 7% increase 
in having been physically bullied compared to ?111 grade males who did not receive the 
OBPP intervention. The 7'11 grade females who received the OBPP intervention also 
reported a 5% increase in having been physically bullied compared to ?111 grade females 
who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 7•h 
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graders were not statistically significant (male: x2 = .540, elf= 1; females: x2 = .593, c((= 
1 ). The 3111 grade males who received the OBPP intervention reported a decrease in 
having been physically bullied 4% compared to the 3th grade males who did not receive 
the OBPP intervention. These results were also not statistically significant (males: x2 = 
.534. elf= I). However, the 3th grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a 20% increase in having been physically bullied compared to gth grade females 
who did not receive the OBPP intervention. These resu lts were statistically significant 
(females: x2 = .035, df = 1, contingency coefficient= .241 ). 
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Table 4.4 
Overt Physical Forms of Bulzying by Grade and Gender 
Question #7: .. I was hit, kicked, pushed, shoved around 
or locked indoors." 
Student resQonse 
Grade Gender x2 Intervention No Yes Total 
7th Male .540 Without intervention N = 29 7 36 
% 80.6% 19.4% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 20 7 27 
% 74.1% 25.9% 100.0% 
Female .598 Without intervention N= 21 2 23 
% 91.3% 8.7% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 19 ..., ..) 22 
% 86.4% 13.6% 100.0% 
8th Male .534 Without intervention N= 40 10 50 
% 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 26 9 35 
% 74.3% 25.7% 100.0% 
Female .034* Without intervention 41 5 46 
% 89.1% 10.9% 100.0% 
With intervention 18 8 26 
% 69.2% 30.8% 100.0% 
Note. * = p < .05 level. No= not bullied or bullied once or twice. Yes= bullied at least 2-
3 times per month to several times per week. 
Question #8 addressed indirect forms of verbal bullying such as '·other students 
told lies, spread false rumors or tried to make others dislike me." Table 4.5 provides a 
summary of these findings. The th grade males who received the OBPP intervention 
repo1ted a 1.9% increase in indirect fo1ms of having been verbally bullied compared to 
7th grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. These results were not 
statistically significant (males: x2 = .884, d.f = 1 ). In contrast, the i 11 grade females who 
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received the OBPP intervention reported a 34.8% decrease in indirect fom1s of having 
been verbally bullied compared to th grade females who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. These results were statistically significant (females: x2 = .018, d.f = I, 
contingency coefficient= .329). The 81h grade males who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a 1.5% increase in indirect forms of having been verbally bullied compared to 
the 81h grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The 8111 grade females 
who received the OBPP intervention reported a 6.1 % increase in indirect verbal forms of 
having been verbally bullied compared to 8111 grade females who did not receive the 
OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 8111 graders were not statistically 
significant (males: x:. = .890, c(t= 1, females: x2 = .613, d.f = 1 ). 
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Table 4.5 
Indirect Verbal Forms a_( Verbal Bullying by Grade and Gender 
Question #8: '·Other students told lies or spread 
false rumors about me and tried to make o thers 
dislike me." 
Student Resnonse 
Grade Gender 
, 
x- Intervention No Yes Total 
7th Male .884 Without intervention N= 18 18 36 
% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
With intervention 1\ = 13 14 27 
% 48.1 % 5 1.9% 100.0% 
Female .018* Without intervention N= 8 15 23 
% 34.8% 65.2% 100.0% 
With intervention 16 7 23 
% 69.6% 30.4% 100.0% 
8th Male .890 Without intervention 27 24 51 
% 52.9% 47.1% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 18 17 35 
% 51.4% 48.6% 100.0% 
Female .613 Without intervention N = 22 25 47 
% 46.8% 53.2% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 11 16 27 
% 40.7% 59.3% 100.0% 
Note. * = p < .05 level. No = not bullied or bullied once or twice. Yes= bullied at least 2-
3 times per month to several times per week. 
Question #9 addressed bullying that involved .. having money or other things 
taken away or damaged."' Table 4.6 provides a summary of these findings. The 7' 11 grade 
males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 7.4% increase in having had things 
stolen or damaged compared to 7111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. In contrast, the 711t grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a 13% decrease in having had things stolen or damaged compared to 7111 grade 
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females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. However, for both male and female 
th f,'Taders, these results were not statistically significant (males: -'!!= .406, elf= I, 
females: x2 = .213, df = 1 ). The 3th grade males who received the OBPP intervention 
repotied a 10.2% decrease in having had things stolen or damaged compared to the 81h 
grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The 3111 grade females who 
received the OBPP intervention reported a 1.5% decrease in having had things stolen or 
damaged compared to 3th grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The 
results for both male and female 3111 graders were also not statistically significant (males: 
x2 = .223, df = 1, females: x2 = .373, c((= I). 
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Table 4.6 
Bullying with Personal Items by Grade and Gender 
Question #9: ··1 had money or other things taken 
away from me or damaged." 
Student reSQOnse 
Grade Gender x2 Intervention No Yes Total 
7th Male .406 Without intervention N = 32 4 36 
% 88.9% 11. 1% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 22 5 27 
% 8 1.5% 18.5% 100.0% 
Female .218 Without intervention N = 18 5 23 
% 78.3% 21.7% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 21 2 23 
% 91 .3% 8.7% 100.0% 
8th Male .223 Without intervention N= 40 1 I 51 
% 78.4% 21.6% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 3 1 4 35 
% 88.6% 11.4% 100.0% 
Female .878 Without intervention N = 36 9 45 
% 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 22 5 27 
% 8 1.5% 18.5% 100.0% 
Note. o = not bullied or bullied once or twice. Yes = bullied at least 2-3 times per 
month to several times per week. 
Question # l 0 addressed bullying that involved being ' ·threatened or forced to do 
things". Table 4 .7 provides a summary of these findings. The th grade males vvho 
received the OBPP intervention repo1ied no change in having been threatened or forced 
compared to 7th grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The 71h grade 
females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 4% decrease in having been 
threatened or forced compared to i h grade females who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. The results for both male and female 71h graders were not statistically 
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significant (males: x2 = .100, df = 1, females: x2 = .636, df = I). The g th grade males who 
received the OBPP intervention reported a 7.1 % decrease in having been threatened or 
forced compared to the 8111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. In 
contrast, the 8111 grade females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 6.1 % 
increase in having been threatened or forced compared to 8111 grade females who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female gth graders were also 
not statistically significant (males: x2 = .206, c!f = l , females: x2 = .419, df = 1). 
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Table 4 .7 
Threatening Forms of Bulzying by Grade and Gender 
Question # I 0: ··1 was threatened or forced to do 
things J didn ·t want to do'' 
Student Res12onse 
Grade Gender ? x- Intervention No Yes Total 
ih Male .100 Without intervention N = 32 4 36 
% 88.9% 11.1 % 100.0% 
With intervention N= 24 3 27 
% 88.9% 11.1 % 100.0% 
Female .636 Without intervention N = 20 3 23 
% 87.0% 13.0% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 21 2 23 
% 91:3% 8.7% 100.0% 
8'h Male .206 Without intervention N = 45 5 50 
% 90.0% 10.0% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 34 35 
% 97.1% 2.9% 100.0% 
Female .419 Without intervention N = 42 4 46 
% 91.3% 8.7% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 23 4 27 
% 85.2% 14.8% 100.0% 
Note. o = not bullied or bullied once or twice. Yes = bullied at least 2-3 times per 
month to several times per week. 
Question # 11 addressed racial bullying that involved "bullied with mean names or 
comments about race or color." Table 4.8 provides a summary of these findings. The 7111 
grade males who received the OBPP intervention repo1ied an 18.4% increase in having 
been racially bullied compared to i 11 grade males who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. In contrast, the i 11 grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported an 8.7% decrease in having been racially bullied compared to ih grade females 
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who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 7Lh 
graders were not statistically significant (males: x'2 = .120, r(f= I, females : i = .437, df = 
I). The 8th grade males who received the OBPP intervention repo1ied a 5.5% decrease in 
having been racially bullied compared to the 8th grade males who did not receive the 
OBPP intervention. In contrast, the 81h grade females who received the OBPP 
intervention reported a 16.6% increase in having been racially bu llied compared to 8111 
grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and 
female 8111 graders were also not statistically significant (males: x2 = .554, df = 1, females: 
X'2 = .082, d(= I) . 
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Table 4 .8 
Racial Bul~ving by Gracie and Gender 
Question # 11: " I was bullied with mean names or 
conunents about my race or color.·· 
Student resgonse 
Grade Gender 
., 
Intervention Yes Total x- 0 
7th Male .1 20 Without intervention N= 29 7 36 
% 80.6% 19.4% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 17 10 27 
% 63.0% 37.0% 100.0% 
Female .437 Without intervention N= 18 5 23 
% 78.3% 21.7% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 20 ..., .) ?'"' _ .) 
% 87.0% 13.0% 100.0% 
8th Male .554 Without intervention 38 13 51 
% 74.5% 25.5% 100.0% 
With intervention 28 7 35 
% 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 
Female .082 Without intervention N = 40 6 46 
% 87.0% 13 .0% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 19 8 27 
% 70.4% 29.6% 100.0% 
Note. No= not bullied or bullied once or twice. Yes = bullied at least 2-3 times per 
month to several times per week. 
Question #12 addressed bullying of a sexual nature that involved having been 
bullied by "mean names, comments, or gestures with sexual meaning." Table 4.9 
provides a summary of these findings. The th grade males who received the OBPP 
intervention reported a 1 O. l % increase in having been bullied in a sexual way compared 
to 7th grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. T he 7th grade females who 
received the OBPP intervention reported a 12. 7% increase in having been bullied in a 
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sexual way compared to ?111 grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
The results for both male and female 7111 graders were not statistically significant (males: 
x.,2 = .232, df = 1, females: x.,2 = .475, df= I). The 8111 grade males who received the OBPP 
intervention reported an 8.4% decrease in having been bullied in a sexual way compared 
to the 8111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. In contrast, the 8111 
grade females who received the OBPP intervention repo1ted a 7.5% increase in having 
been bullied in a sexual way compared to 8111 grade females who did not receive the 
OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 8111 graders were also not 
statistically significant (males: X-:!. = .359. c(f = I, females: i = .526, df = I). 
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Table4.9 
Buf~ying of a Sexual Nature by Grade and Gender 
Question # 12: " I was bullied with mean names, comments, 
or gestures with sexual meaning." 
Student resQonse 
Grade Gender 
., 
x- Intervention No Yes 
7th Male .232 Without intervention N = 32 4 
% 88.9% 11. 1 % 
With intervention N= 21 6 
% 77.8% 22.2% 
Female .475 Without intervention 19 4 
% 82.6% 17.4% 
With intervention 17 6 
% 73.9% 26.1% 
8th Male .359 Without intervention N= 33 .., .) 
% 91.7% 8.3% 
With intervention N= 25 2 
% 92.6% 7.4% 
Female .526 Without intervention N = 21 2 
% 9 1.3% 8.7% 
With intervention N = 21 2 
% 91.3% 8.7% 
Note. No= not bullied or bullied once or twice. Yes == bullied at least 2-3 times per 
month to several times per week. 
Total 
36 
100.0% 
27 
100.0% 
23 
100.0% 
23 
100.0% 
36 
100.0% 
27 
100.0% 
23 
100.0% 
23 
100.0% 
Question #17 addressed the length of time students experienced bullying. Table 
4.1 O provides a summary of these findings. The ?1h grade males who received the OBPP 
intervention reported a 16.7% increase in having experienced bullying one to two weeks 
or longer compared to 7111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. This 
results was not statistically significant (males: x2 = . l 87, df = l ) . In contrast, the ?11i grade 
females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 27% decrease in having 
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experienced bullying one to two weeks or longer compared to 7111 grade females who did 
not receive the OBPP intervention. This result was statistically significant (females: x2 = 
.05 1, df = I , contingency coefficient= .274). The 81h grade males who received the OBPP 
intervention reported an 8. 7% decrease in having expe1ienced bullying one to two weeks 
or longer compared to the 8111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. In 
contrast, the 8111 grade females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 14% 
increase in having experienced bullying for one to two weeks or longer compared to 8111 
grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and 
female 8111 graders were not statistically significant (males: x2 = .403, df = 1, females: i = 
.228, df= 1). 
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Table 4.10 
Length of Time Bullied by Grade and Gender 
Question # 17: How long has the bullying lasted?" 
Student resQonse 
Grade Gender ') Intervention No Yes Total x-
7th Male .1 87 Without intervention N = 24 12 36 
% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 13 13 26 
% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
Female .051 * Without intervention N = 12 11 23 
% 52.2% 47.8% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 19 5 24 
% 79.2% 20.8% 100.0% 
8th Male .403 Without intervention N= 32 19 51 
% 62.7% 37.3% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 25 10 35 
% 71.4% 28.6% 100.0% 
Female .228 Without intervention N = 32 14 46 
% 69.6% 30.4% 100.0% 
With intervention = 15 12 27 
% 55.6% 44.4% 100.0% 
Note. * = p < .05 level. No =not bullied. Yes= bullied at least one to two weeks or 
longer. 
Question #38 addressed whether a student had been '·afraid of being bullied by 
others'·. Table 4.11 provides a summary of these findings. The 7th grade males who 
received the OBPP intervention reported a 4.3(Yo decrease in having been afraid of being 
bullied compared to 7th grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The th 
grade females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 17.4% decrease in having 
been afraid of being bullied compared to th grade females who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. The results for both male and female 7th graders were not stati stically 
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significant (males: x2 = .689, elf= 1, females: X~ = .179, elf= I ). The 8t11 grade males who 
received the OBPP intervention reported a I 0.2% decrease in having been afraid of being 
bullied compared to the 8111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. In 
contrast, the 81h grade females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 2.7% 
increase in being afraid of having been bullied compared to 8111 grade females who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 81h graders were also 
not statistically significant (males: x2 = .251 , df= I. females: x2 = .770, c(f'= 1) 
Table 4.1 1 
Students' Fear of Being Bullied 
Question #38: '"How often are you afraid of being bullied by 
other students in your school?" 
Student res12onse 
Grade Gender 
.., 
Intervention No Yes Total x-
7th Male .689 Without intervention N = 26 8 34 
% 76.5% 23.5% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 21 5 26 
% 80.8% 19.2% 100.0% 
Female .179 Without intervention 15 8 23 
% 65.2% 34.8% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 19 4 23 
% 82.6% 17.4% 100.0% 
8th Male .251 Without intervention N= 37 12 49 
% 75.5% 24.5% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 30 5 35 
% 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
Female .770 Without intervention N = 37 11 48 
% 77.1 % 22.9% 100.0% 
With intervention 20 7 27 
% 74.1 % 25.9% 100.0% 
Note. No = seldom or never afraid. Yes = sometimes to very often afraid . 
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In contrast to the previous section on students· expe1icncc of being bullied, 
Question #24 addressed whether a student had "bullied other students in the past couple 
of months." Table 4.12 provides a summary of these findings. The 7th grade males who 
received the OBPP intervention repo1ied a 22.2% increase in having bullied others 
compared to 7th grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. In contrast, the 
J1h grade females who received the OBPP intervention reported a 3% decrease in having 
bullied others compared to ?111 grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
The results for both male and female ?1" graders were not statistically significant (males: 
x.,'2 = .071, elf= 1, females: i = .833, c((= I). The gth grade males who received the OBPP 
intervention reported a 2.8% decrease in having bullied others compared to the 3th grade 
males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results were not statistically 
significant (males: x.,2 = .657, c((= I). However, the gth grade females who received the 
OBPP intervention repo11ed a 35.6% increase in having bullied others compared to gth 
grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. This result was statistically 
significant (females: x'2 = .003, elf= I, contingency coefficient= .325). 
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Table 4.1 2 
Frequency o.f Students ' Involvement in Bullying Others 
Question #24: .. How often have you taken part in bullying 
another student(s) at school the past couple of months'' 
Student resnonse 
Grade Gender ' x- Intervention No Yes Total 
7th Male .071 Without intervention N = 28 8 36 
% 77.8% 22.2% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 14 11 25 
% 56.0% 44.0% 100.0% 
Female .833 Without intervention N = 15 8 23 
% 65.2% 34.8% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 15 7 22 
% 68.2% 31.8% 100.0% 
8th Male .657 Without intervention N= 
,.,.., 
.) .) 18 51 
% 64.7% 35.3% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 21 14 35 
% 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 
Female .003 Without intervention N = 30 16 46 
% 65.2% 34.8% 100.0% 
With intervention * N = 8 19 27 
% 29.6% 70.4% 100.0% 
Note. * = p < .05 level. o =not bullied others or bullied once or twice. Yes= bullied 
others at least 2-3 times per month to several times per week. 
Do Students 11·ho have received the OBPP inten•ention report being excluded less often 
by peers than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
One question in the R-OBVQ provided data to examine this research question. 
Question #6 specifically addressed the issue of exclusion: ··other students left me out of 
things on purpose, excluded me from their group or friends, or completely ignored me:· 
Table 4.13 provides a summary of these findings. The 7111 grade males who received the 
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OBPP intervention reported a 1.9% decrease in having been excluded compared to ih 
grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. This result was not statistically 
significant (males: x2 = .842, df = l). In contrast, the 7th grade females who received the 
OBPP intervention reported a 34.4% decrease in having been excluded compared to 7th 
grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. These results were statistically 
significant (females: x2 = .009, c((= 1, contingency coefficient= .362). The gth grade 
males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 6.5% increase in having been 
excluded compared to the 81h grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
Consistent with this finding, the 8111 grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a 2% increase in having been excluded compared to 8111 grade females who did 
not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 8111 graders were 
not statistically significant (males: x2 = .531 , df= 1, females: x2 = .841 , df = I). 
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Table 4. 13 
Exclusion by Grade and Gender 
Question #6: "'Other students left me out of things on purpose, 
excluded me from their group of friends, or completely 
ignored me." 
Student reSQOnse 
Grade Gender 
'") 
x- Intervention Yes No Total 
7th Male .842 W ithout intervention N= 30 6 36 
% 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 23 4 27 
% 85.2% 14.8% 100.0% 
Female .009* Without intervention N= 13 10 23 
% 56.5% 43.5% 100.0% 
W ith intervention N= 20 2 22 
% 90.9% 9.1% 100.0% 
8th Male .53 I W ithout intervention N = 34 15 49 
% 69.4% 30.6% 100.0% 
W ith intervention N= 22 13 35 
% 62.9% 37.1% 100.0% 
Female .841 Without intervention N= 35 I I 46 
% 76.1% 23.9% 100.0% 
W ith intervention N= 20 7 27 
% 74.1% 25.9% 100.0% 
Note. * = p < .05 level. o = have not been excluded or only once or twice. Yes= 
excluded at least 2-3 times per month to several times per week. 
Do students 1vho have received the OBPP interl'ention report that teachers try to stop 
bullying more often than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
Three questions in the R-OBYQ provided data to examine this research question. 
Question #20 addressed '·how often teachers or other adults at school tried stop to being 
bull ied." Table 4.14 provides a summary of these findings. The i" grade males who 
received the OBPP intervention repo11ed a 3% increase in having observed teachers or 
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other adults intervene to stop bullying compared to 71" grade males who did not receive 
the OBPP intervention. The 7'11 grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a 9.2% increase in having observed teachers or other adults intervene to stop 
bullying compared to 7'h grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The 
results for both male and female 71" graders were not statistically significant (males: x2 = 
. 732, d.f = 1, females: x2 = .400, d.f = 1 ). The 81h grade males who received the OBPP 
intervention reported a 15.4% increase in having observed teachers or other adults 
intervene to stop bullying compared to the 8111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. In contrast, the 8111 grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a 16% decrease in having observed teachers or other adults intervene to stop 
bullying compared to 81h grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The 
results for both male and female 8111 graders were also not statistically significant (males: 
x2 = .066, elf= I, females: x2 = .787, elf= 1). 
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Table 4.14 
Student ·s Perceptions o(Teac/1ers or Other Adults involvement 
Question #20: "'How often do the teachers or other adults at 
school try to put a stop to it when a student is being bullied 
at school?" 
Student res12onse 
Grade Gender 
.., 
Intervention No Yes Total x-
7th Male .732 Without intervention N= 8 27 35 
% 22.9% 77.1% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 5 21 26 
% 19.2% 80.8% 100.0% 
Female .400 Without intervention N= 5 18 23 
% 21.7% 78.3% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 3 2 1 24 
% 12.5% 87.5% 100.0% 
8th Male .066 Without intervention N= 12 38 50 
% 24.0% 76.0% 100.0% 
With intervention N= ..., .) 32 35 
% 8.6% 91.4% 100.0% 
Female .787 Without intervention N= 12 36 48 
% 25.0% 75.0% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 6 21 27 
% 22.2% 77.8% 100.0% 
No = almost never. Yes= once in a while to almost always. 
Question #34 addressed whether students reported teachers had "talked to them 
about bullying other students.·· Table 4.15 provides a summary of these findings. The 7th 
grade males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 17.8% increase in having 
been talked to by a teacher compared to i 11 grade males \.vho did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. The results fo r male i 11 graders were statistically significant (males: x2 = 
.03 I. c((= I , contingency coefficient= .275). The 7th grade females who received the 
OBPP intervention repo11ed a 7.9% increase in having been talked to by a teacher 
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compared to 7111 grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. However, 
these results were not statistically significant (females: x'2 = .448, c(f = 1 ). The 8111 grade 
males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 6. 1 % decrease in having been 
talked to by a teacher compared to the 8111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. In contrast. the 8111 grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a I 0. 7% increase in having been talked to by a teacher compared to 8111 grade 
females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 
81h f,7faders were not statistically significant (males: x_2 = .468, df= 1, females: x'2 = .121 , 
df= 1). 
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Table 4.15 
Teachers' Response to Bullying by Students 
Question #34: "Has your homeroom teacher or any other 
teacher talked with you about your bullying other students at 
school in the past couple of months?" 
Student res12onse 
Grade Gender ') ''[ Intervention No Yes Total 
7th Male .031 * Without N= 32 ..,.., .).) 
intervention % 97.0% 3.0% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 19 5 24 
% 79.2% 20.8% 100.0% 
Female .448 Without N= 19 2 21 
intervention % 90.5% 9.5% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 19 4 23 
% 82.6% 17.4% 100.0% 
8th Male .468 Without N= 36 8 44 
intervention % 8 1.8% 18.2% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 29 4 33 
% 87.9% 12.1% 100.0% 
Female .121 Without N= 34 35 
intervention % 97.1% 2.9% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 19 3 22 
% 86.4% 13.6% 100.0% 
Note. * = p < .05 level. No = have not bullied others or not talked to by a teacher about 
bullying. Yes= talked to by a teacher about bullying others once to several times. 
The final question that addressed students· perceptions of teachers· responses to 
bullying was Question #39 that addressed ··how much has your classroom teacher done to 
counteract bullying?" Table 4.16 provides a summary of these findings. The 7th grade 
males who received the OBPP intervention reported an 8.4% increase in teachers 
intervening in bullying compared to 7th grade males who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. TI1e ih grade females who received the OBPP intervention also reported a 
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7.9% increase in teachers intervening in bullying compared to ?111 grade females who did 
not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 7'1 graders were 
not statistically significant (males: x2 = .520, df = 1, females: x2 = .753, df= 1). The 3th 
grade males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 13. l % increase in teachers 
intervening in bullying compared to the 3th grade males who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. Consistent with this finding, the 3 th grade females who received the OBPP 
intervention reported a 14.6% increase in teachers intervening in bullying compared to 3111 
grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and 
female 3th graders were not statistically significant (males: x2 = .211 , df = 1, females : x2 = 
.220, df= I). 
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Table 4.16 
Students· Perceptions of Teachers Involvement in Counteracting Bullying 
Question #39: ··overall, how much do you think your 
homeroom teacher has done to counteract bullying in the 
past couple of months?" 
Student resRonse 
Grade Gender ~ Intervention No Yes Total x-
7th Male .520 Without N= 15 17 32 
intervention % 46.9% 53.1 % 100.0% 
With intervention N = 10 16 26 
% 38.5% 61.5% 100.0% 
Female .753 Without N = 8 15 23 
intervention % 34.8% 65.2% 100.0% 
With intervention N= 7 16 23 
% 30.4% 69.6% 100.0% 
8th Male .211 Without N= 19 30 49 
intervention % 38.8% 61.2% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 9 26 35 
% 25.7% 74.3% 100.0% 
Female .220 Without N = ?" _.) 25 48 
intervention % 47.9% 52.1 % 100.0% 
With intervention N= 9 18 27 
% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 
Note. o =teacher does fairly little or nothing. Yes = teacher helps somewhat to much to 
counteract bullying 
Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report trying to help students 
more often i·vho are being bullied than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
Four questions in the OBYQ addressed students' perceptions of other students· 
responses in bullying situations. Question #21 examined frequency of students 
intervenjng by ·'how often did other students try to stop bullying.'' Table 4.1 7 provides a 
summary of these findings. The 7111 grade males who received the OBPP intervention 
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repo11ed a 6.3% increase in students intervening in bullying compared to i" grade males 
who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The t" grade females who received the 
OBPP intervention also reported a 7.9% increase in students intervening in bullying 
compared to i" grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for 
both male and female 7'1 graders were not statistically significant (males: x2 = .604, df = 
l, females: x2 = .859, df = I). Consistent with these findings, the 8111 grade males who 
received the OBPP intervention reported a 6.9% increase in teachers intervening in 
bullying compared to the gth grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The 
8111 grade females who received the OBPP intervention also repo11ed a 7.9% increase in 
teachers intervening in bullying compared to 8111 brrade females who did not receive the 
OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 8111 graders were not statistically 
significant (males: x2 = .527, df= I, females: x2 = .492, df= I). 
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Table 4.17 
Students· Perceptions o_f Other Students Intervening 
Question #2 l: ··How often do other students try to put a stop 
to it when a student is being bullied at school?'' 
Student res12onse 
Grade Gender 
') 
Intervention No Yes Total x-
7th Male .604 Without N= 13 22 35 
intervention % 37.1 % 62.9% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 8 18 26 
% 30.8% 69.2% 100.0% 
Female .859 Without N = 9 14 23 
intervention % 39.1% 60.9% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 10 14 24 
% 41.7% 58.3% 100.0% 
8th Male .527 Without N= 22 28 50 
intervention % 44.0% 56.0% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 13 22 35 
% 37.1 % 62.9% 100.0% 
Female .492 Without N= 18 30 48 
intervention % 37.5% 62.5% 100.0% 
With intervention N = 8 19 27 
% 29.6% 70.4% 100.0% 
Note. o = almost never. Yes = once in awhile to almost always. 
Question #36 examined whether students thought they could ··join in bullying 
with someone you didn"t like.'' Table 4.18 provides a summary of these findings. The 7th 
grade males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 6% decrease in having been 
willing to join in bullying compared to ih grade males who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. In contrast. the ih grade females who received the OBPP intervention 
reported a 14.6% increase having been willing to join in bullying compared to 7•h grade 
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females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for both male and female 
?11 graders were not statistically significant (males: i = .637, elf= 1, females: i = .326, c(( 
= 1 ). The 81h grade males who received the OBPP intervention reported a 5.9% increase 
in their willingness to join in bullying compared to the gth grade males who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention. The 81" grade females who received the OBPP 
intervention also reported a 1.9% increase in having been willing to join in bullying 
compared to 81h grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. The results for 
both male and female 81h graders were not statistically significant (males: i = .63 l, c(f = 
1, females : x2 = .880, elf= 1 ). 
104 
Table 4.18 
Students ' Willingness to Join in Bullying 
Question #36: Do you think you could join in bullying a 
student whom you didn't like?" 
Student res2onse 
Grade Gender 1 Intervention No Yes Total ''[ 
7th Male .637 Without intervention 19 9 28 
% 67.9% 32.1% 100.0% 
With intervention N= l7 6 23 
% 73.9% 26.1% 100.0% 
Female .326 Without intervention 14 5 19 
% 73.7% 26.3% 100.0% 
With intervention 13 9 22 
% 59.1% 40.9% 100.0% 
8th Male .631 Without intervention N= 26 12 66 
% 68.4 31.6% 100% 
With intervention N= 15 9 24 
% 62.5% 37.5% 100.0% 
Female .880 Without intervention N= 28 l I 58 
% 7 1.8% 28.2% 100% 
With intervention N = 14 5 19 
% 73.7% 26.3% 100.0% 
Note. No = do not think so to definitely no. Yes= maybe to yes. 
The following two questions, #23 and #37 explore feelings and thoughts 
regarding bullying. Due to the desc1iptive nature of the responses, an analysis for 
statistical significance was not reported. Question #23 examined students' thoughts and 
feelings when they observed another student bullied. Table 4.19 and Figure 4.1 provide a 
descriptive summary of the results for 7th grade males and females and Table 4.20 and 
Figure 4.2 provide a desc1iptive summary of the results for gth grade males and females. 
There was a consistent decrease in feeling that students deserved to be bullied by both 7th 
and gth grade males and females who received the OBPP intervention compared to i 11 and 
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8111 grade males and females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. There was also a 
consistent increase in having wanted to help students who are being bullied by both ?111 
and 8111 grade males and females who received the OBPP intervention compared to ?111 and 
8111 grade males and females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
Table 4.19 
7'11 Grade Students' Thoughts and Feelings Regarding Students who are Bullied 
Question #23: "When you see a student your age being bullied at school, what do you 
feel or think?"' 
Grade Gender Intervention Student Response 
2 ,., .) 4 Total 
?1" Male Without N = 8 8 5 13 34 
intervention 
· % 23.5% 23.5% 14.7% 38.2% 100.0% 
With N= 5 6 13 25 
intervention 
% 4.0% 20.0% 24.0% 52.0% 100.0% 
Female Without N= 4 0 8 10 22 
intervention 
% 18.2% .0% 36.4% 45.5% 100.0% 
With N = 2 4 6 12 24 
intervention 
% 8.3% 16.7% 25.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
Note. 1 = deserves it. 2 = don't feel much. 3 =feel a bit sorry. 4 =feel sorry and want to 
help. 
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Figure 4.1. ?111 grade students' thoughts and feelings regarding students who are bullied. 
Note_ WO = Without Intervention. W = With Intervention. 
Table 4 .20 
8'" Grade Students' Thoughts and Feelings Regarding Students who are Bullied 
Grade Gender Intervention Student Response 
2 " .) 4 Total 
8th Male Without 6 11 15 18 50 
intervention % 12.0% 22.0% 30.0% 36.0% 100.0% 
With N= 8 16 10 35 
intervention % 2.9% 22.9% 45.7% 28.6% 100.0% 
Female Without 4 8 12 24 48 
intervention % 8.3% 16.7% 25.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
With 2 2 6 17 27 
intervention % 7.4% 7.4% 22.2% 63.0% 100.0% 
Note. 1 =deserves it. 2 = don "t feel much. 3 = feel a bit sony 4 = feel sorry and want to 
help. 
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Figure 4.2. gth grade students' thoughts and feelings regarding students who are bullied. 
Note. WO = without Intervention. W = with Intervention. 
Question #3 7 examined how students reacted when they observed a student being 
bullied. Table 4.21 and Figure 4.3 provide a descriptive summary of these findings. In the 
7'11 grade group, both males and females \vho received the OBPP intervention repotied an 
increase in "not noticing·' compared to 7th grade males and females who did not receive 
the OBPP intervention. Furthermore, 7th grade males and females who received the 
OBPP intervention repo11cd ·'just watching .. less often than 7th grade males and females 
who did not receive the intervention. Both 7 th grade males and females who received the 
OBPP intervention reported an increase in thinking they "ought to help"' compared to 7'h 
grade males and females who did not receive the intervention. However, for 7th grade 
males who received the OBPP intervention there was a marginal decrease in reports of 
trying to help students who were being bullied (.5%), and a slight decrease by 7111 grade 
females (4.3%) who received the OBPP intervention compared to 7th grade males and 
females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
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Table 4.21 
7'" Grade Reactions to Observing Bullying 
Gender Intervention 
Male Without 
Intervention 
With 
Intervention 
Female Without 
Intervention 
With 
Intervention 
50.00% 
45.00% 
40.00% 
35.00% 
30.00% 
25.00% 
20.00% 
15.00% 
10.00% 
5.00% 
0.00% 
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Figure 4.3. 7111 grade reactions to observing bullying. 
Note. WO= without intervention. W = with intervention. 
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-
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help Total 
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30.8% 100.0% 
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As noted in Table 4.22 and Figure 4.4, the 8111 grade males who received the 
OBPP intervention reported an increase in ''never noticing·' bullying compared to 8111 
grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. In contrast, there was no 
d ifference reported by 7th grade females who recei ved the OBPP intervention compared 
to 7th grade females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. There was also a 
decrease for both 8111 grade males and females who received the OBPP intervention on 
reports of"it's OK," "'just watching," and '"trying to help' ' compared to 8111 grade males 
and females who did not receive the OBPP intervention. However, there was an increase 
in reports of " thinking they ought to help .. for both 8th grade males and females. 
Table 4.22 
8111 Grade Reactions to Observing Bullying 
Gender lntervention 
Male Without 
Intervention 
W ith 
Intervention 
Female Without 
Intervention 
With 
Intervention 
never 
noticed 
6 
23.1% 
11 
33.3% 
5 
21.7% 
5 
21.7% 
find it 
OK 
3.8% 
0 
.0% 
4.3% 
0 
.0% 
just 
watch 
5 
19.2% 
3 
9.1% 
2 
8.7% 
4.3% 
ought to 
help 
6 
23.1% 
9 
27.3% 
8 
34.8% 
11 
47.8% 
try to 
help 
8 
30.8% 
10 
30.3% 
7 
30.4% 
6 
26.1% 
Total 
26 
100.0% 
33 
100.0% 
100.0% 
23 
100.0% 
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Figure 4.4. 81h grade students' reactions to observing bullying. 
Note. WO = Without intervention. W = With intervention. 
Do teaqhers report improvement in ident~fying, managing and reporting bullying qfier 
one year ofOBPP implementation? 
Several questions in the Teacher Questionnaire addressed this research question. 
All data comparisons were based on teachers' reports of bullying prior to OBPP 
intervention and teachers' reports of bullying one year after OBPP intervention. Two 
questions specifically examined teachers· reports of improvement in identifying bullying 
incidents. Question # 10 addressed teachers' reports of observed bullying. A 
correspond ing summary of findings are provided in Table 4.23. Teachers reported a 
48.8% increase in observed frequency of bullying after one year of OBPP intervention. 
This finding was statistically significant (r._2 = .031 , df = 2, contingency coefficient= 
.446). 
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Table 4.23 
Teachers' Reports o.lObserved B uf~ying 
Question # I 0: "Since the beginning of the semester, how often have you observed 
bullying among students?"' 
Intervention Teacher Response 
0 Total 
Without Intervention N= 10 7 17 
% 58.8% 41.2% 100.0% 
With Intervention N= 9 10 
% 10.0% 90.0% 100.0% .031 * 
Note. * = p < .05. 0 =not at all to once or twice. I = 2-3 times a month to several times a 
week. 
Question #28 addressed '·how much of a problem" teachers believed bullying was 
at their school. A summary of findings is provided in Table 4.24. Teachers reported a 
23.3% increase in identifying bullying as a problem at their school after one year of 
OBPP intervention. This find ing was not statistically significant Cx2 = .341, df = 2). 
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Table 4 .24 
Teachers ' Report on Degree of Bullying Problem 
Question #28: ··How much do you think you have done to counteract bullying in the 
past couple of montbsT 
Intervention Teacher Res12onse 
0 1 Total 
Before Intervention N = 5 IO 15 
% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 
After Intervention N = 9 10 
% 10.0% 90.0% 100.0% .342 
Note. 0 = Fairly little or nothing. 1 = a moderate amount to very much. 
Several questions in the Olweus Teacher Questionnaire addressed issues· 
regarding managing bullying incidents. Question # 16 addressed "how often teachers 
talked with individual students about bullying others."' A summary of find ings are 
provided in Table 4.25. Teachers reported a 46.5% increase of talking with students about 
their bullying after one year of OBPP implementation. This finding was statistically 
significant (x2 = .031, elf= 2, contingency coefficient = .446). 
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Table 4.25 
Teachers· Report on Talking To Students TVho Bully 
Question #16: Since the beginning of the semester, how often have you talked with 
individual students at your school about bullying others?" 
Intervention Teacher Response 
0 Total 
Before lntervention N= 13 4 17 
% 76.5% 23.5% 100.0% 
After Intervention = 
.... 7 10 .) 
% 30.0% 70.0% 100.0% .03 1 * 
Note. * = p < .05. 0 =once or twice or not at all. l = 2-3 times a month to several times a 
week 
Question #18 addressed ··how often teachers talked with individual students about 
their being bullied." A summary of findings are provided in Table 4.26. Teachers 
reported a 37.5%% increase in talking with students about their being bullied by others 
after one year of OBPP implementation. This finding was statistically significant Cx2 = 
.037, df= 2, contingency coefficient= .444). 
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Table4.26 
Teachers' Reports of Talking to Students 11·ho are Bullied 
Question: 18: --since the beginning of this semester, how often have you talked with 
individual students about their being bull ied?" 
Intervention Teacher Response 
0 Total 
Before N= 
Intervention 
14 2 16 
% 87.5% 12.5% 100.0% 
5 5 10 After N= 
Intervention 
% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% .037* 
Note. * = p < .05. 0 =once or twice or not at all. I = 2-3 times a month to several times a 
week 
Question #20 addressed the frequency of teachers talking with their class about 
bullying. A summary of findings is presented in Table 4.27. Teachers reported a 31 .1 % 
increase in talking with students after one year of the OBPP intervention. This was not 
statistically significant cx2 = .084, d.f= 2). 
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Table 4.27 
Teachers' Reports of Talking to Their Class about Bullying 
Question #20: "Since the beginning of school, how often have you talked with your 
class (as a group) about bullying?" 
Intervention Teacher Response 2 x 
0 I Total 
Before Intervention 12 2 14 
% 85.7% 14.3% 100.0% 
After Intervention N = 5 4 9 
% 55.6% 44.4% 100.0% .084 
Note. 0 =once or twice or not at all. I = 2-3 times a month to several times a week 
Question #21 addressed whether teachers believed the school had clear rules 
regarding bullying. Table 4.28 provides a summary of findings. Teachers reported a 
29.4% increase in clarity of school rules regard ing bullying after one year of the OBPP 
intervention. This was not statistically significant (X"]_ = .030, df = 2, contingency 
coefficient= 448). 
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Table 4.28 
Teachers ' Reports on Clarity of School Rules Regarding Bullying 
Question #2 1: ··oo you believe your school has clear rules or policies about bullying 
among students?" 
Intervention Teacher Response ? [ 
0 I Total 
Before Intervention N = 5 12 17 
% 29.4% 70.6% 100.0% 
After Intervention N= 0 10 10 
% .0% 100.0% 100.0% .030* 
Note. * = p < .05. 0 = extremely unclear to fairly unclear. I =fairly clear to extremely 
clear. 
Question #23 addressed whether teachers clearly understood how to 
effectively respond to bullying that was observed or repotied to them. Table 4.29 
provides a summary of the findings. Teachers reported a 6.7% increase in clearly 
understanding how to respond to bullying. This was not statistically significant (X2 = 
.81 6, d.f= 2). 
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Table4.29 
Teachers' Reports of Understanding How to Respond to Bullying 
Question #23:"Are you clear about what you should do to respond to bullying that you 
observe or hear about at your school?" 
Intervention Teacher Response 
0 Total 
Before Intervention N = 3 15 18 
% 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 
After Intervention N = 9 10 
% 10.0% 90.0% 100.0% .816 
Note. 0 = extremely unclear to fairly unclear. I = fairly clear to extremely clear. 
Question #24 addressed whether teachers tried to intervene to stop bullying. Table 
4.30 provides a summary of the findings. Teachers reported a 6. 7% increase in trying to 
stop bullying. This was not statistically significant (x2 = .683, d.f = 2). 
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Table 4.30 
Teachers· Reports o{Trying to Stop Bully ing 
Question #24: --if you observe bullying or are aware of bullying, how often do you try 
to put a stop to it?" 
Intervention 
Before 
Intervention 
After 
Intervention 
N = 
% 
N= 
% 
Teacher Response 
0 1 
14 
6.7% 93.3% 
0 10 
0% 100.0% 
Note. 0 =almost never. 1 = once in awhile to almost always. 
i 
Total 
15 
100.0% 
10 
100.0% .683 
Question #29 was the last question that examined teacher·s reports on managing 
bullying and addressed how much teachers believed '·other staff have done to try to stop 
bullying." Table 4.31 provides a summary of the findings. Teachers reported a 3.7% 
increase in other staff counteracting bullying after one year of OBPP intervention. This 
was not statistic significant cx2 = .904, elf= 2). 
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Table 4 .31 
Teachers' Reports of Other Stqf Trying to Stop 811/~ving 
Question #29: --How much do you think other staff have done to counteract bullying in 
the past couple of months?" 
Jntervention Teacher Response 
0 Total 
Before Intervention N = 2 13 15 
% 13.3% 86.7% 100.0% 
After Intervention N = 9 10 
% 10.0% 90.0% 100.0% 
Note. 0 = little or nothing to fairly little. 1 =moderate amount to very much 
2 
x 
.904 
The last section of this research question examined whether teachers repo11ed an 
improvement in repo11ing bullying incidents after one year of implementation. Two 
questions in the Teacher Questionnaire addressed this. Question # l 5a and Question # I Sc 
addressed teachers · reports of discussing bullying incidents with administration and other 
teachers. Table 4.32 and Table 4.33 provide a summary of findings. Teachers repo11ed a 
12.2% increase in discussing bullying incidents with administration after one year of 
OBPP intervention. This was not statistically significant (y_2 = .690, df = 2). Teachers also 
reported a 33.3% increase in discussing bullying incidents with other teachers after one 
year of OBPP intervention. This result was also not statistically significant Cx2 = .228, df 
= 2). 
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Table 4.32 
Teachers' Reports of Talking with School Administration 
Question I Sa: ··If you have observed bullying among students or if students have 
reported bullying to you this semester, how often have you discussed the incident with 
an administrator?'' 
Intervention Teacher Response 
0 Total 
Before lntervention I = 2 7 9 
% 22.2% 77.8% 100.0% 
After Intervention 9 10 
% 10.0% 90.0% 100.0% .690 
Note. 0 = never to not often. 1 = fairly often to always 
Table 4 .33 
Teachers · Reports of Talking '1\'ith Other Teachers 
Question l 5c: ··If you have observed bullying among students or if students have 
reported bullying to you this semester, how often have you discussed the incident with 
another teacher?'" 
Intervention Teacher Response 
0 Total 
Before Intervention I = 4 5 9 
% 44.4% 55.6% 100.0% 
After Intervention N= 8 9 
% 11.1 % 88.9% 100.0% .228 
Note. 0 = never to not often. I = fairly often to always. 
Do parents report a decrease in reports o.f by their child c~f!er one _vear of OBPP 
intervention? 
Seventy-four parents completed the Parent Questionnaire p1ior to the OBPP 
intervention. Two items in the Parent Questionnaire examined this research question. 
Question #3 addressed how often a child reporied having been bullied to their parent. A 
total of I 0 children out of 81 ( 12.3%) reported having been bullied at school at least 2-3 
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times a month to several times a week ptior to the OBPP intervention. Following one 
year of the OBPP intervention, seven parents completed the Parent Questionnaire. Due to 
the anonymous nature of the questionnaires it was not determined whether these parents 
also completed a questionnaire prior to implementation of the OBPP intervention. These 
parents repo1ied two children out of 9 (22.2%) reported having been bullied at school at 
least 2-3 times a month to several times a week. Question # 12 in the Parent Questionnaire 
addressed how much parents perceived bullying was a problem at their child's school. 
Prior to OBPP intervention 19.6% reported believing that bullying was not a problem, 
52% of parents reported believing that bullying was ·'somewhat of a problem;· 13% 
reported believing that bullying was a "pretty big to big problem," and l 5% of parents 
reported that they ·'did not know:· In contrast, following one year of OBPP intervention 
28.6% of parents reported that bullying was not a problem and the remaining 71.4% 
reported they did not know if bullying was a problem at their child 's school. Due to the 
small response size to the second administration of the Parent Questionnaire following 
one year of the OBPP intervention, a comparative analysis was not completed. 
Due to the extent of data presented for this intervention study, a summary 
of statistically significant findings for ih and 811t grade males and females who received 
the OBPP intervention compared to i 11 and 8111 grade females who did not receive the 
OBPP intervention are presented in Table 4.34. Two statistically significant findings 
were reported for i 11 grade females and included: 1) a 34.4% decrease in repo11s of being 
excluded and 2) a 31.1 % decrease in repo11s of being bullied. One statistically significant 
finding was repo11ed for 711t grade males who received the OBPP intervent ion compared 
to i 11 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention and reflected a 17.8% 
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increase in repo11s of being talked to by a teacher about bullying others. For the 81h grade 
females who received the OBPP intervention compared to 81h grade females who did not 
receive the intervention 4 results were found to be statistically significant. These 
included: 1) a 25% increase in reports of being bullied, 2) a 20% increase in reports of 
being physically bullied, 3) a 35% decrease in reports of being indirectly verbally bullied, 
and 4) a 35.6% increase in reports of taking pa11 in bullying others. However, for 81h 
grade males who received the OBPP intervention compared to gth grade males who did 
not receive the OBPP intervention there were no statistically significant findings. 
Table4.34 
Summary o(Statistica!Zy Significant Findings.for 1" and 8" Graders by Gender 
Question Grade Gender % Change x2 Contingency 
Coefficient 
Being excluded 7' 1 Female 34.4% L .009 .362 
Being bul lied ?'h Female 31. 1% L .022 .317 
Talked to about bullying ?'h Male 17.8% i .031 .275 
Being physically bullied gth Female 20.0% i .035 .241 
Frequency of being bullied gth Female 25.0% i .038 .233 
Indirect verbal bullying gth Female 35.0% L .035 .241 
Taken part in bullying gth Female 35.6% i .003 .325 
Note: ! = % decrease. j = % increase. 
Though not statistically significant, percentile changes of 15% or more were 
noted on several research items for 7'11 and 8111 grade students who received the OBPP 
intervention for one year compared to ?'h and 81" grade students who did not receive the 
OBPP intervention. A summary of these findings for 7111 grade students who received the 
I ?" _ .) 
OBPP intervention compared to 71" grade students who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention are presented in Table 4.35. The i 11 grade females reported a 27% decrease 
in reports of having been bullied for at least one to two weeks and a 17.4% decrease in 
being afraid of being bullied. The 7'11 grade males reported a 17.6% increase in racial 
bullying, a 21.8% increase in reports of taken paii in bullying other students, and a 19.5% 
decrease in feeling students '·deserved to be bullied.'' 
Table 4.35 
Summa1y of Percentile Changes Greater Than 15%.for 7'" Grade Students 1111-to Received 
the OBPP 1nten1ention for One Year 
Question Gender % Change 
Being bullied for at least 1-2 weeks Female 27.0% ! 
Being afraid of being bullied Female 17.4% ! 
Being racially bullied Male 17.6% i 
Taking part in bullying others Male 21.8% i 
Feeling students deserve to be bullied Male 19.5% ! 
Note: ! =% decrease. j =% increase 
There were no percentile changes of I 5% or greater noted for 8111 grade females 
who received the OBPP intervention for one year compared to 8111 grade females who did 
not receive the OBPP intervention. However, there were percentile changes of 15% or 
greater on two research items for 8111 grade males who received the OBPP intervention 
compared to 8111 grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. These included 
a 15.4% increase in reports of having observed teachers or other adults intervene to try 
and stop bullying and a 15.7% increase in .. feeling a bit sorry .. for students who were 
bullied. A summary of these findings are presented in Table 4.36. 
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Table 4.36 
Summa1y of Percentile Changes o_f Greater Than 15% .for 8'" Grade Males Following 
One Year of OBPP lnterve11tio11 
Question Gender % Change 
Teachers/others try to stop bul lying Male 15.4% i 
Feeling sotTy for/want to help Male 15.7% i 
Note: ! = % decrease. i = % increase 
Table 4.37 presents a summary of statistically significant findings for teachers 
who received the OBPP intervention compared to teachers who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention. These findings included a: I) 48.8% increase in reports of having observed 
bullying more frequently, 2) 45.5% increase in reports of having talked with students 
who bullied others, 3) 47.5% increase in reports of having talked with students about 
being bullied, and a 4) 29.4% increase in reports of school having provided clearer rules 
regarding bullying. 
Table 4.37 
Sw11111a1y of Statistical~y Significant Findings.for Teachers 
Question % Change x- Contingency 
Coefficient 
Observing bullying more frequently 48.8% i .031 .446 
Talking with students who bullied others 45.5% i .031 .446 
Talking with students who are bullied 47.5% i .037 .444 
School providing clearer rules about bullying 29.4% l .030 .448 
Note: ! = % decrease. l = % increase 
Though not statistically significant , there were also percentile changes of greater 
than 15% on three research items for teachers who received the OBPP intervention for 
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one year compared to teachers who did not receive the OBPP intervention. These 
included a 23.3% increase in reports of counteracting bullying, a 30.1 % increase in 
reports to talking to their class about bullying, and a 33.3% increase in discussing 
bullying incidents with other teachers. A summary of these findings are provided in Table 
4.38. 
Table 4.38 
Summary of Percentile Changes o_(Greater than 15%.for Teachers who Recei\•ed the 
OBPP Intervention 
Question % Change 
Teachers attempt to counteract bullying 23.2% i 
Teachers talk with their class about bullying 30.1 % i 
Teachers discuss bullying incidents with other teachers 33.3% i 
Note: i = % increase 
Summary 
This chapter presented a detailed overvievv of data collected for this intervention 
study on prevalence rates of bullying and multiple measures on students' perceived sense 
of safoty. Results of the R-OBVQ for students and the Teacher and Parent Questionnaires 
parents were presented. Data was compared based on percentage differences for students 
and teachers who received the OBPP intervention to students and teachers who did not 
receive the OBPP intervention. Student data was further compared based on grade and 
gender. Multiple tables and figures were presented to highlight comparative analysis. 
Due to the nominal nature of the data collected for two distinct groups: those that 
received the OBPP intervention compared to those that did not receive the OBPP 
intervention, a Pearson chi square test for independence, using a 2 x 2 contingency table, 
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was used to evaluate statistical significance for all research items. A phi coefficient 
(referred to as a contingency coefficient in the SPSS, 16.0 Version) was also used to 
measure the effect size for a chi-square test for independence (Aron, A. et al., 2005). 
Fu1ihennore, percentile changes of greater than 15% were presented for students and 
teachers who received the OBPP intervention for one year compared to students and 
teachers who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
Chapter 5 will present objectives of the intervention study that have been 
accomplished, the significance of the findings in terms of professional practice, a 
discussion of findings compared to current literature, limitations of the intervention study 
and recommendations for future research and professional actions. A conclusion will also 
be provided that presents a summary of this intervention study. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
Introduction 
This final chapter provides a briefreview of the problem statement and the 
research objectives accomplished. An overview of the implications of the research 
findings are presented along with potential significance to professional practice and 
scholarly understanding. Limitations of this intervention study are included and 
incorporate a discussion of unanticipated challenges that transpired during the 
investigation. Recommendations for future research activities are identified and a 
comprehensive summary of the dissertation is provided in the conclusion section of this 
chapter. 
Problem Statement 
Over the past decade, bullying has been identified as the most prevalent forn1 of 
low-level violence in schools and a precursor to more serious fo rms of violent behavior. 
Studies reveal one in four students report being bullied and one in five students report 
bullying others (Whitted & Dupper, 2005). Furthermore, bullying further canies the 
potential to have a significant impact on a students· capacity to learn. as well as their 
psychosocial and emotional development. In more recent years, correlations have been 
made between perpetrators of school shootings and their reports of being bullied, 
persecuted, threatened or injured p1ior to the violent attack (Secret Service & the U.S. 
Department of Education, 2002). M ultiple studies support reports of the high prevalence 
of bullying both nationally and internationally. Several researchers have examined the 
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potential effects of bullying on the students' capacity to learn, their overall emotional, 
physical and psychosocial well being and the larger school climate (Whitted & Dupper, 
2005, Olweus, 1993,0lweus & Limber, 2002). The victim is not the only one to suffer 
negative effects from bullying. Studies reveal long-tem1 effects fo r the bully as well, 
including anti-social behaviors such as vandalism, truancy, and drug use. Significant 
correlations have been noted between an increase in serious, recidivist criminal activity in 
early adulthood and earlier repo11s of being a bully (Olweus & Limber, 2002). Research 
studies that examine the potential impact of prevention programs on bullying have 
recently been cited in the literature (Bauer, et al. 2007; Berger, K.S., 2007; Black & 
Jackson, 2007; Hallford, et al., 2006; Limber, S. 2004; Rabey & Craig, 2002; Rigby, K., 
2004; Smith, P.K. et al., 2004; Smith, J.D. et a1. , 2005; Vreeman & Carroll, 2007; 
Whitted & Dupper, 2005). 
The high prevalence of bullying coupled with the potential for negative outcomes 
supported the importance of examining this topic fu11her. The purpose of this intervention 
study was to evaluate the impact of a school-based prevention program on the frequency 
of bullying behavior in an urban-suburban, Catholic, middle school and its potential 
impact on the overall school climate and students' perceived sense of safety. The 
prevention model chosen was a comprehensive, school-wide, multi-level intervention 
program that had been previously shown to be effective, known as the Olweus Bullying 
Prevention Program (OBPP). Specific objectives achieved include: 
1. Institutional Review Board approval for implementation of this intervention 
study. 
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2. Completion by the investigator of all required training and consultation 
requirements to become a trainer in the OBPP. 
3. Training provided by the investigator to the BPCC, school perso1mel and adult 
support staff on all aspects of the OBPP including the administration of the R-OBVQ. 
4. Administration of the R-OBYQ to a group of 7•h and 81h grade students prior to 
implementation of the OBPP and to a second cohort of 7111 and 8111 grade students who 
received the OBPP intervention for one year. 
5. Administration of the OTQ to teachers prior to implementation of the OBPP and 
again one year after OBPP intervention. 
6. Completion of the OPQ by parents via mail prior to implementation of the OBPP 
and then one year later to parents whose children have received the OBPP intervention. 
7. Data collection, analysis, and interpretation of findings. 
Implications of Findings 
The three research instruments utilized for data collection generated a wealth of 
infonnation regarding multiple dimensions of bullying and varying perspectives by 
students, teachers and parents. Findings suggest that the OBPP may have differentially 
affected several aspects of students' experience of bullying and overall perceived sense of 
safety. The 7'11 grade females who received the OBPP intervention for one year reported 
more positive outcomes than other students who received the OBPP intervention for one 
year. These outcomes include a statistically significant reduction in experiencing 
exclusion by their peers and a statistically significant reduction in reports of being 
bullied. Though not statistically significant, percentile reductions greater than 15% are 
noted on students' reports of being bullied for 1-2 weeks and of being afraid to go to 
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school for fear of being bullied. These trends reflect a potential positive effect of the 
OBPP intervention on reducing prevalence rates of bullying for ?111 grade females who 
receive the OBPP intervention for one year while improving their perceived sense of 
safety and a sense of belonging within the school community. 
In contrast, results for 8111 grade females following one year of OBPP intervention 
reflect significant negative trends for prevalence of bullying. Although statistically 
significant findings for reduction in indi rect verbal bullying experienced by 81" grade 
females is noted, statistically significant findings on reports of being physically bullied 
increased, along with an overall increase in frequency of being bullied and an increase in 
taking pa11 in bullying other students. These findings are inconsistent with findings by 
other researchers who reported a decrease in bullying behavior in higher grades (Lodge & 
Frydenberg, 2007; Pelligrini & Long, 2002; Rigby, 2002). Although one could interpret 
this as a negative consequence of the OBPP intervention after one year, two alternative 
possibilities are posited here. One potential influence for increased reports in prevalence 
of bullying may be a result of the school-wide-level, classroom-level, and individual level 
interventions that are imbedded in the OBPP. These interventions help students to more 
accurately define and identify bullying behaviors. Though an integral goal of the OBPP is 
to enhance students' understanding of bullying, this intervention may initially result in an 
increase in repo11s of bullying. This concept is further supported in the literature by other 
researchers (Berger, 2007; Hallford, et al.: Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, & Voeten, 2005). 
Another possibility is that older female students do not respond as quickly or positively to 
this type of school-wide primary prevention intervention. This latter interpretation is 
suppo11ed in the literature (Berger, 2007; Limber, et al. , 2004; Olweus, 2004; Rigby, 
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2002; Smith, et al., 2004) and underscores the need for research on this population, 
earlier intervention and fm1her examination of developmental programmatic 
considerations based on age and grade level. Further research is recommended to 
examine age differences and potential programmatic interventions to enhance pro-social 
behavioral change for older students. 
Interestingly, there are no statistically significant findings on prevalence of 
bullying for male students. However, percentile changes greater than 15% for 7th grade 
males who received the OBPP intervention compared to 7th &rrade males who did not 
receive the OBPP reflect a negative trend in reports of bullying as evidenced by an 
increase in reports of experiencing racial bullying and an increase in reports of taking pai1 
in bullying others. In contrast to these findings, there are no percentile changes of greater 
than 15% noted for 811i grade males who received the OBPP intervention for one year 
compared to gth grade males who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
To summarize, these findings suggest a significantly more positive effect on 
prevalence rates of bullying for 7th grade females who received the OBPP intervention for 
one year compared to 7'h grade males and gth grade males and females who received the 
OBPP intervention for one year. Similar findings are noted in the literature (Limber, 
2004; Pelligrini & Long, 2002).Fm1hennore, 7 th grade females are the only students who 
report an improvement in not being excluded by others. Inconsistent with these findings, 
81h grade female students repo1i significantly negative outcomes following one year of 
OBPP intervention on several prevalence measures and 7'h grade males report negative 
trends in ce11ain prevalence measures. These results coalesce to suggest the possibility of 
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specific gender and grade differences in response to the OBPP intervention on preva lence 
rates and types of bullying experienced and warrant fu11her research. 
In contrast to variability in students· response to bullying following one year of 
OBPP intervention, teachers report consistent and substantial improvements, many at the 
statistically significant level, that reflect an overall improvement in teachers· capacity to 
identify, manage and report bullying incidents. This positive finding is fu1ther suppo11ed 
by students' reports on increases in being talked to by teachers about bullying others and 
observing teachers intervening more frequently in bullying situations. One possible 
interpretation of these findings is that teachers gain the competence to evaluate and 
respond more effectively to bullying more quickly following OBPP intervention than 
students. This has programmatic implications that suggest a one year intervention does 
not provide sufficient time to adequately reduce prevalence of bull ying at a school-wide 
level and that a longer tenn intervention may be warranted to achieve expected outcomes 
of an overall reduction in bullying and improvement in school climate. This inte1vretation 
is further supported in the literature (Berger, 2007; Limber, ct al., 2004; Olweus, 2004; 
Smith, Pepler, & Rigby, 2004; Smith & Sharp, 2004). 
Although the response rate for parents following one year of OBPP intervention 
was quite small, it is impo11ant that those that voluntarily chose to share their 
perspectives are heard. The parent data coalesces to suggest that children are 
communicating with their parents about their experience of being bullied and that parents 
perceive bullying to be present in their child's school. There is variability in their 
perceptions of --how big·· a problem bullying is with a subset of parents not knO\ving the 
status of bullying within their child's school. These findings have programmatic 
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implications that reinforce the importance of effectively communicating with parents on a 
consistent basis regarding bullying, both at the school level and for their individual child. 
Limitations 
Despite the positive outcomes associated with the provision of the OBPP 
intervention, several issues that may have effected the successful implementation of this 
study need to be acknowledged. These include: 
• loss of subjects through attrition during the 13 month study period 
• use of a non-randomized clinical trial 
• inability by school personnel to effectively administer all aspects of the 
program in a comprehensive manner 
• lack of approp1iate administration of the questionnaire by teachers 
Strategies designed to reduce the impact of these limitations included extensive training 
provided by the investigator in OBPP implementation and evaluation, presence of 
investigator at school-wide BPCC trainings and program kick-off, monthly on-site 
consultations to the BPCC, classroom observation and ongoing consultation. 
In addition, an unanticipated variable may have significantly impacted the 
comprehensive implementation and fidelity of the OBPP intervention. Although there 
was strong support by administration for the OBPP intervention, unanticipated political 
influences occurred at a higher administrative level within the Catholic school district. 
Due to serious financial constraints and decreasing enrollment several Catholic schools in 
the diocese school district, including this study site, were identified in the fall of 2007 as 
being at high-risk for closure. The identification of the school for potential closing 
occu1Ted after the administration of the first set of study instruments. Although several 
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attempts were made to remediate these problems, it remained a significant stress 
throughout the 2007-2008 school year. The formal notification that this pa1iicular school 
was to close occmTed in February 2008. This announcement resulted in multiple changes 
within the social ecology of the school. These included: 
• Loss of an administrator who had been a primary source of support on the BPCC. 
• Loss of senior teachers who accepted new positions to ensure their continued 
employment. 
• Anecdotal reports by teachers and support personnel of an overall decrease in 
morale and a sense of betrayal. 
• Anecdotal repo11s by teachers and support personnel that parents were 
disappointed, angry, and felt betrayed by the Diocese. 
• Anecdotal reports by teachers and support personnel that many students were 
increasingly disrespectful and unconcerned with disciplinary action secondary to 
the lack of long-term consequences. 
• Anecdotal reports that some students had become anxious and saddened by the 
anticipated Joss of their school community. 
Using a socio-ecological framework articulated earlier in this disse11ation, there 
are multiple intra-and inter-dynamics that may have dramatically contributed to the 
change in students', teachers', administrations' and parents' capacity to effectively 
engage in the OBPP intervention. It is possible that these unanticipated changes 
negatively impacted the overarching goals of the OBPP: the reduction of prevalence of 
bullying and an increase in perceived sense of safety. The impo11ance of a positive school 
climate, as defined by Olweus and Limber (2002), reinforces accountability by teachers, 
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administrators, and adult support staff to improve the overall school climate by 
employing the following principles: 
• Warmth, positive interest, and involvement by ad ults 
• Fim1 limits for unacceptable behavjor 
• non-hostile, non-physical negative consequences are consistently applied 
in cases of violation of rules and other unacceptable behavior 
• Adults acting as authoriti es and positive role models. 
The dramatic shift in a sense of school community, which occurred at the study 
site. suggests a significant negative impact on the capacity of the teachers, administrators 
and support staff to effectively adhere to the principles of the OBPP with fidelity .. This 
interpretation is supported in the literature by Kallestead (2003) that suggested school 
climate measures were impo1tant predicators of teacher differences regarding level of 
implementation of the OBPP and that teachers were a key agent of change regarding the 
successful and comprehensive implementation of the OBPP. 
The issue of fidelity is a considerable concern for all who attempt to evaluate the 
effectiveness of prevention programming. Though teac11ers maintained a commitment to 
weekly classroom meetings to discuss bullying issues and reinforce pro-social behavior. 
members of the BPCC reported to the investigator that in light of the challenges of the 
school closing and the negative impact this had on the school community as a whole, 
many aspects of the OBPP were not consistently provided as prescribed. Examples 
include the loss ofleadership in coordinating disciplinary and communication procedures 
regarding bullying incidents, the reduction in bi-weekly BPCC meetings and a repo1ted 
overall decrease in teachers· investment in the OBPP in lieu of other outstanding 
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priorities. It is also possible that students· perceptions of the school environment as a safe 
and nu11uring place to learn without fear of psychological, emotional or physical ham1 
may have changed in response to these precipitous events, thereby increased the potential 
for bully/victim problems. 
Another limitation of this investigation was the lack of OPQ responses by parents 
following one year of OBPP intervention. Although parents were identified earlier in this 
dissertation as impo11ant informants of the overall potential change in students· 
experience of bullying, this lack ofresponse resulted in an inability to adequately 
examine potential changes in students' reports of bullying to parents and incorporate 
these parental perspectives in this investigation. 
Recommendations 
ln retrospect, there are strategies and research activities that potentially could 
have enhanced this intervention study. For example, identifying students numerically 
would have provided an opportunity for internal comparison of students following one 
year of OBPP intervention. This would have enabled the investigator to conduct a true 
pre-post intervention design. To ensure confidentiality, the investigator would be 
responsible for nume1ical assignment, maintain them in a locked file during the 
intervention study, and monitor student classroom rosters to provide accurate assignment 
of numbers to appropriate students during completion of post-intervention follow-up 
questionnaires. 
Another strategy recommended to enhance the return rate of parent questionnaires 
would be to have the investigator prior to forwarding a second survey mail a w1itten 
"'thank you" letter to parents for their earlier participation. In this correspondence, parents 
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may be notified of a small gift certificate to a local store that they would receive after 
completion of the second questionnaire. This could potentially be an incentive to 
completing and returning the questionnaire and highlight the value the investigator places 
on their time and support towards improving the overall school climate by helping 
teachers and administrators better understand their perspectives on their child·s 
experience of bullying. 
In the professional experience of the researcher, it is important when assessing the 
potential effect of an intervention as well as limitations of the intervention, that 
perspective of those who are participating in the intervention of obtained. To assist with 
this, it is recommended that future research studies incorporate a mixed methods design 
that would entail both a qual itative component and a quantitative component. This 
recommendation is supported further in the literature (Berger, 2007; Mishna, 2003; 
Pelligiini , 2000). The investigator could utilize focused groups to engage students by 
gender and by grade in discussions regarding their perceptions on prevalence of bullying 
and sense of safety within the school prior to implementation of the OBPP intervention 
and one year following OBPP intervention. This may lend further insights into the 
differences between males and females and their responses to the OBPP intervention. 
Furthem1ore, it has been cited in the literature (Berger, 2007; Limber, et al., 2004; 
Olweus, 2004; Smith, Pepler, & Rigby, 2004; Smith & Sharp, 2004) and strongly 
recommended by this investigator that an intervention of this nature involving school-
wide change and the integration of multi-dimensional strategies, be investigated over a 
longer period of time. This would allow for a more extensive examination of change over 
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time, which would ultimately benefit this research and conttibute to the larger 
understanding of programmatic effectiveness for reducing and preventing bullying. 
Although several limitations and recommendations for improvement in this 
intervention study are noted, there are significant professional and organizational factors 
that require further discussion. As a psychiatric clinical nurse specialist, this investigator 
found that the training and implementation of the OBPP utilized multiple skills inherent 
in the scope of practice of a psychiatric nurse. Examples include conflict resolution skills, 
communication skills, problem solving skills, group faci litation skills, consultation skills, 
early intervention and prevention skills, and a sound knowledge base in the area of 
psychosocial development and at-risk youth. Furthermore, the expe11ise of a psychiatric 
nurse in the area of milieu therapy and multidisciplinary collaboration may contribute 
substantially to understanding the dynamic nature of the school climate and facilitating 
successful multidisciplinary collaborations in the implementation of the OBPP. These 
findings suggest that psychiatric nurses possess the knowledge and expertise to have a 
positively influence on the successful implementation of this comprehensive, multi-
dimensional, school-wide prevention program. 
This intervention study also has implications at an organizational level. As a 
professor in higher education, this investigator found that collaborating with middle-
school administrators and teachers provided a positive, enriching expe1ience for all and 
created a community pa11nership across educational settings that may potentially enhance 
the successful outcomes of a bullying prevention program. Fu11her research is 
recommended in the area of cross-institutional collaboration in bullying prevention 
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efforts to decipher strategies that strengthen community partnerships and enhance 
positive outcomes for students and the larger school community. 
Lastly, the findings of this intervention study have implications for teachers and 
administrators. Several researchers noted significant variability in teachers, 
administrators and other school perso1mel's perceptions and abilities regarding the 
implementation and evaluation of prevention programs directed at reducing bullying and 
enhancing the overa11 school climate. In contrast, a positive outcome noted in this 
intervention study is a significant improvement repo11ed by teachers in their ability to 
identify, manage and report bullying incidents after one year of the OBPP intervention. 
This suggests that the training and ongoing consultation provided to the BPCC by this 
investigator in conjunction with the commitment of teachers and administrators 
contributed substantially to this successful outcome. One could further hypothesize that 
broader positive findings may have been limited by the political dynamics occurring 
during this investigation and the precipitous noti fication of the school closure during this 
intervention study. 
Conclusion 
Over the past decade, bullying has been identified as the most prevalent form of 
low-level violence in schools and a precursor to more se1ious forms of violent behavior 
(Whitted & Dupper, 2005). A Secret Service report that analyzed the relationship of 
school violence and bu1Iying found that 71 % of students involved in school shootings in 
the U.S. from 1974 to 2000 repo11ed being persecuted, bullied, threatened, or injured by 
others prior to the attack. (Secret Service & the U.S. Department of Education, 2002). 
Fu11hennore, bullying carries the potential to have a significant impact on a students" 
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capacity to learn, as well as on their psychosocial and emotional development. This 
disse11ation examines multiple dimensions of bullying and evaluates the impact of a 
comprehensive school-wide prevention program on reducing bullying while also 
improving the overall school climate and students· perceived sense of safety. 
Exploring prevalence rates of bullying as well as the potential impact on the 
victim, the bully and bystanders has also gained significant attention in the literature, 
with multiple research studies published in recent years. In the review of the literature a 
historical perspective on bullying and the development of intervention programs is 
provided. Furthermore, a discussion on prevalence of bullying both globally and 
nationally, an overview of the effects of bullying, risk factors associated with bullying, 
and individual perspectives on bullying by teachers, administrators, parents and students 
are provided. The review of the literature also examines elements of bullying prevention 
interventions, policies and provides a comprehensive description of the OBPP. 
This dissertation proposes a socio-ecological framework to conceptualize program 
development and intervention efforts to prevent bullying and victimization as described 
by Swearer and Espelage (2004). They argue that bullying must be understood as a 
dynamic process that exists both within the individual, as well as between the individual, 
his/her peer group, the school setting, and the larger community context as bullying 
involves a complex interplay of inter- and intra-individual variables that are perpetuated 
over time. The school and peer group are incorporated into the individual's social 
ecology and can significantly influence engagement and response to bullying behavior 
dependent on the presence of a pro-bullying climate or clear expectations and positive 
pro-social role modeling. These factors can either exacerbate or mitigate bullying 
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behaviors and victimization. Therefore, by effectively understanding the social ecology 
of what encourages and/or in11ibits bullying, successful prevention programs can be 
developed and implemented. 
Due to the increase in violence involving youth in our nation, it is essential that 
early interventions that may substantially reduce this significant societal problem are 
investigated. Multiple prevention and intervention programs have recently been 
developed to address the issue ofbullying within schools. Programs vary in several ways 
including timeframe for implementation, curricular approach versus school-wide 
approach and degree of evidenced-based practice. Despite the proliferation of anti-
bullying prevention programs by clinicians, administrators, counselors and teachers in the 
United States, few have been fonnally evaluated. (Halford, et al. , 2006). 
As desc1ibed by Olweus ( 1993), the OBPP provides interventions at multiple 
levels, including individual-level interventions, classroom-level interventions, school-
wide interventions, and communi ty interventions. The variety of roles and behaviors that 
students adopt are incorporated into this model. Strategies are defined to address those 
that bully, those that are bull ied, and those that are bystanders. The main goal of the 
OBPP is to reduce the prevalence of bully/victim problems that exist within the school 
setting. A further significant objective of the OBPP is to shift attitudes away from 
acceptance and/or support of bullying behavior to one of support for victims and the 
defenders of the victim. This intervention model is suppo11ed by other empirical studies 
that indicated that bullying frequently occurs when peers are present and that the 
response and actions of peers more often encourages bullying (Craig & Pepi er, 1997; 
Sutton & Smith, 1999). Another critical aspect of this prof,rram is the engagement of 
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teachers, administrators, and other adult suppo11 personnel in the implementation of 
OBPP. urtming a positive school climate is a key element and is a term developed by 
Olweus & Limber (2002) to reinforce accountability by teachers, administrators, and 
adult support staff to improving the overall school climate. 
The primary objective of this study is to investigate the prevalence of bullying 
within a small school setting and to evaluate the impact of the OBPP intervention on 
bullying behaviors, attitudes and the overall school climate . The overarching research 
question for this intervention study is "Does the implementation of the OBPP in an 
urban-suburban, Catholic, middle-school change prevalence rates of bullying and 
student" s perceived sense of safety?'' Speci fie research sub-questions to address this 
included: 
I. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report less bullying than 
those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
2. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report being excluded less 
often by peers than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
3. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report that teachers try to 
stop bullying more often than those who did not receive the OBPP intervention? 
4. Do students who have received the OBPP intervention report trying to help 
students more often who are being bullied than those who did not receive the OBPP 
intervention? 
5. Do teachers report improvement in identifying, managing and reporting bullying 
incidents after one year of OBPP intervention? 
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6. Do parents report a decrease in reports of bullying by their child after one year of 
OBPP intervention? 
As a school-wide, multi-level intervention program, the OBPP requires a sample of 
participants based on intact classrooms and school-wide participation. This negates the 
ability to randomly assign students to treatment versus control conditions and thus 
precluded a true expe1imental design (Cottrell & McKenzie, 2003). Therefore, the 
research conducted on the OBPP utilizes a quasi-expe1imental design that consisted of a 
time-lagged contrast between age-equivalent f,rroups. This selection cohort design 
provides an opportunity to compare successive coho1is of students by gender from a 
particular grade level. Hence, students who receive one year of the OBPP intervention are 
compared to students of the same grade level who did not receive the OBPP intervention. 
There were three research instruments utilized in this intervention study to collect 
multi-informant perspectives on prevalence of bullying and students· perceived sense of 
safety in the school. These include the Revised-Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (R-
OBVQ), the Olweus Teacher Questionnaire (OTQ) and the Olweus Parent Questionnaire 
(OPT). Completion of all three instruments was voluntary, anonymous, and incorporated 
a Like11 scale measurement. Both descriptive stati stics and inferential statistics are used 
to summarize and analyze the data collected to compare responses of students and 
teachers who did not receive the OBPP intervention to students and teachers who did 
receive the OBPP intervention for one year. 
As recommended by Olweus. teachers and administrators are trained by the 
investigator on questionnaire implementation and collection to ensure consistency, 
confidentiality and accuracy. The investigator also remains actively engaged with the 
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Bullying Prevention Coordinating Committee (BPCC) through ongoing consultation and 
dialogue to enhance fidelity of the OBPP intervention. 
Although findings suggest variability in students' response to the OBPP 
intervention by both grade and gender, there are significant positive findings for 7111 grade 
females regarding types of bullying and prevalence of bullying as well as a significant 
improvement in their perceptions of experiencing school as a safe place where they are 
not excluded. A significant overall improvement is also noted for teachers on a variety of 
research items that measures changes in their capacity to identify, manage, and report 
bully/victim problems following one year of OBPP intervention. 
Although the response rate for parents following one year of OBPP intervention 
was quite small , it is important that those that voluntari ly chose to share their 
perspectives are heard. The parent data coalesces to suggest that children are 
communicating with their parents about their expe1ience of being bullied and that parents 
perceive bullying to be present in their child's school. There is vaiiability in their 
perceptions of'·how big" a problem bullying is with a subset of parents not knowing the 
status of buJlying within thei r child's school. These findings have programmatic 
implications that reinforce the importance of effectively communicating with parents on a 
consistent basis regarding bullying, both at the school level and for their individual child. 
Recommendations for improvement in this intervention study include strategies to 
implement a true pre-and-post intervention design, consideration for incorporation of a 
qualitative research component to enhance understanding of students· perspective 
regarding bullying and perceived sense of safety within the school community, and 
potential strategies to enhance parent response rate. The issue of program fidelity is also 
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explored in lieu of significant unanticipated chal lenges that emerged during this 
investigation. 
In summary, this conclusion represents a concise and comprehensive overview of 
this intervention study. A brief review of the problem statement and research objectives 
arc provided. Potential implications of research fi ndings are discussed along with 
significance to professional practice and scholarly understanding. Limitations of this 
intervention study are included and incorporate a discussion of unanticipated challenges 
and issues of fidelity and recommendations for future research are identified. 
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